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Chair’s Opening Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good afternoon. Or in Mr. Ayers’ case, 
good morning. It is good to be with everybody. I would like to con- 
vene the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch of the House 
Committee on Appropriations. This is our tenth oversight hearing 
on the Capitol Visitor Center. 

This afternoon we are going to hear from a number of our 
regulars, who are going to give us a progress report on the efforts 
to open the CVC and the progress that is being made on the plans 
for operating it, as well as welcoming Chief Morse, who is here to 
give us an update on the security and logistical plans for a variety 
of the issues that have come up. 

We will hear from Stephen Ayers, the Acting Architect of the 
Capitol; Bernie Ungar, the CVC Project Executive; Terry Dorn, the 
GAO Director of Physical Infrastructure Issues; Terrie Rouse, the 
CEO for Visitor Services of the CVC; and Phillip Morse, the Chief 
of the U.S. Capitol Police. 

I am really proud of the work that this committee has done over 
a little bit more than a year. We have consistently been able to 
keep the focus on the goal, which is to open the CVC and not have 
slippage in either the target date for opening, which is November, 
or the estimated cost, which has continued to be for about the last 
year $621 million. We are certainly more comfortable with the 
place that we are at in terms of the progress that has been made, 
and I commend the project team that has worked very hard to 
make sure that we have not had slippage. But obviously we have 
to remain vigilant and mindful of the fact that we could face slip- 
page if we are not careful. 
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So we are here to get our regular update. I look forward to hear- 
ing about the progress and the plans. And, Mr. Latham, if you have 
any comments. 

Opening Remarks — Congressman Latham 

Mr. Latham. Yes. Thank you. 

I want to welcome the entire panel here and let you know that 
we continue to appreciate your efforts on the Visitors Center. We 
know that the logistics and activities associated with getting it 
ready for the opening are very complicated and time consuming, 
and your efforts are not going unnoticed. I look forward to your tes- 
timony and your suggestions on how we can best work together to 
move the CVC forward. 

And, Madam Chairman, I also want to note that the Office of the 
Architect’s CVC project was recognized by the Washington Building 
Congress with various Craftsmanship Awards for outstanding 
work. So I think we should be very proud of that. 

And thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Excellent. Thank you very much. 

And congratulations, Mr. Ayers. As usual, your prepared state- 
ments will be entered into the record. Mr. Ayers, you can proceed 
with a 5-minute summary of your statement. 

Opening Statement — Stephen Ayers 

Mr. Ayers. Good afternoon, Madam Chair, Congressman 
Latham, and members of the subcommittee. I am pleased to be 
here today to report on the progress made to complete the CVC and 
prepare it for its opening and operation later this year. 

The comprehensive fire and Life-Safety testing is proceeding on 
schedule. The required fire alarm wiring enhancements we dis- 
cussed at last month’s hearing are ongoing now, and we have de- 
termined that this change and the associated testing will not ad- 
versely affect the project’s schedule. 

CVC CONSTRUCTION UPDATE 

We recently submitted our third-quarter spending plan, in which 
we evaluated the project’s cost to complete. I am pleased to report 
that, upon review, the Government Accountability Office agrees 
with our project team that the estimated $621 million cost to com- 
plete remains unchanged. 

Along with the ongoing Fire Alarm Testing, we are completing 
minor construction in the Library of Congress tunnel, the House 
Hearing Room, the East Front, exterior grounds, and on the House 
and Senate atria stairs. In addition, we have been addressing the 
height variables associated with the electrical vaults and correcting 
the smoke control system issues associated with the atria stairs. 

We have received a preliminary report on the plaza pavers, and 
we are evaluating the information to determine a course of action 
to address those repairs. 

With regard to the remaining construction work, workers have 
completed all major floor and wall stone in the crypt, Rotunda, and 
gallery levels inside the East Front. Metal workers completed work 
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on the bronze handrails in the House and Senate stairwell atria, 
and are preparing for the terrazzo work on the stairway landings. 

In the Library of Congress pedestrian tunnel, ceiling panel in- 
stallation is approximately 97 percent complete, and the terrazzo 
floor work is progressing smoothly. The 11-foot model of the Capitol 
dome was installed on March 21st as scheduled, and it is an im- 
pressive sight to see at the center the Exhibition Hall. Historic 
drawings and sophisticated technology were used to create this 
unique 3-D model, and the AOC staff ensured that every detail 
was accurate. It is an important part of the CVC because it will 
allow children to have a very hands-on experience. 

Video screens in the House and Senate virtual theaters have 
been installed and are being tested. Workers are now installing the 
10-foot wooden doors on the east side of the Rotunda. Our Capitol 
Superintendent’s Office has also initiated relocation coordination 
meetings with all occupants of the CVC and has begun to identify 
the equipment and inventory needs to fully support their mainte- 
nance operation. 


PUNCH LIST ITEMS 

Crews continue to work to complete punch-list items such as 
millwork, wall stone, floor stone, ceiling panels, plaster work, car- 
peting, doors and other finishes. As of April 9th, there were ap- 
proximately 8,800 open items on the main punch-list. Given the 
pace of work, we remain on schedule to receive the temporary cer- 
tificate of occupancy on July 31st, as scheduled. 

In March, 41 change orders were settled. The magnitude of 
change order proposals being received continues to diminish, with 
most new proposals coming in below $10,000. The team continues 
to focus their efforts on settling the largest outstanding change or- 
ders first and as quickly as possible. 

CVC GOVERNANCE AND AWARDS 

In anticipation of the CVC opening, Ms. Rouse and her team con- 
tinue to work with oversight committees and congressional leader- 
ship on plans for the CVC Visitor Services operations. I know she 
has several updates to share with the subcommittee today. 

Madam Chair, as you know, the CVC has been designed to great- 
ly enhance the visitor experience by providing greater educational 
opportunities and much-needed amenities to the millions of people 
who visit their Capitol Building each year. It is designed to match 
the Capitol in quality and endurance, and generations of Ameri- 
cans will continue to benefit from all it has to offer. 

In that regard, I am pleased to note that the CVC was recently 
recognized by the Washington Building Congress. Specifically, the 
project was singled out for 11 Craftsmanship Awards for high-qual- 
ity, professional workmanship demonstrated throughout the facil- 
ity. 

In addition to the Craftsmanship Awards, several of those win- 
ners were extended additional honors with the receipt of two of 
three Star Awards, presented to projects demonstrating the highest 
level of quality in visual and technical excellence. The project also 
received the Hall of Fame award for the masonry work done 
throughout the facility. 
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For the Washington Building Congress to recognize the CVC for 
its superb craftsmanship and quality is truly an honor. The fine 
team that has worked on this project can take great pride in their 
role in helping to complete this largest single expansion to the Cap- 
itol Building in its history. 

That concludes my statement. I would be happy to answer any 
questions you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

[Mr. Ayers’ prepared statement follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA 
ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 
Before the 

Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

April 15, 2008 

Good afternoon, Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee. 1 am pleased to be here 
today to report on the progress made to complete the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC), and prepare 
for its opening and operation later this year. Joining me today are Mr. Bemie Ungar, CVC 
Project Executive, and Ms. Terrie Rouse, our Chief Executive Officer for Visitor Services. 

The comprehensive fire alarm and life-safety testing is proceeding on schedule. The required 
fire alarm wiring enhancements we discussed at last month’s hearing are ongoing. We have 
determined that this change and the associated testing will not adversely affect the project 
schedule. 

We recently submitted our third quarter spending plan in which we evaluated the project’s cost 
to complete. 1 am pleased to report that upon review, the Government Accountability Office 
agrees with our Project Team that the estimated $621 million cost to complete remains 
unchanged. We expect some fluctuations in individual line items as issues arise or change and as 
we settle change orders, but we do not expect the total cost to change. Some risk remains 
associated with certain project costs, but we will continue to keep the Subcommittee informed of 
any issues that could affect the $621 million estimate. 

Along with the ongoing fire alarm testing, we are completing minor construction in the Library 
of Congress tunnel, the House Hearing Room, the East Front, the exterior grounds, and the 
House and Senate atria stairs. In addition, we are addressing the height variables associated with 
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the electrical vaults and correcting the smoke control system issues in the atria areas. We have 
received a preliminary report on the plaza pavers, and we are evaluating the information to 
determine a course of action to address repairs. 

With regard to the remaining construction work, I am pleased to report that masons have 
completed all major floor and wall stone w'ork in the Crypt, Rotunda, and Gallery levels inside 
the East Front of the Capitol. They will continue with grout work and other detail work at the 
Rotunda and Gallery levels for the next few weeks. They have also finished installing the stair- 
tread stones on the south stair in the East Front. Metal workers completed work on the bronze 
handrails in the House and Senate stairwell atria, and are preparing for the terrazzo work on the 
landings. 

In the Library of Congress pedestrian tunnel, ceiling panel installation is approximately 97 
percent complete and the terrazzo floor work is progressing smoothly. Professional cleaning 
crews continue to clean most of the CVC’s public spaces, and have begun to clean in certain 
areas in the House and Senate Expansion Spaces. Work on the dais in the House Hearing Room 
continues, while the installation of wood trim around the wall panels has been completed. 

The 11 -foot model of the Capitol Dome was installed according to schedule, and it is an 
impressive sight to see at the center of Exhibition Hall. Historic drawings and sophisticated 
technology were used to create this unique 3-D model, and AOC staff ensured that every detail 
of the model is accurate. It is an important part of the CVC experience because it will allow 
children to have a very “hands-on” experience at their Nation’s Capitol. 

Video screens in the House and Senate Virtual Theaters have been installed and are being tested. 
Workers are now installing the 10-foot wooden doors on the east side of the Rotunda. The 
Capitol Superintendent’s Office has initiated relocation coordination meetings with future 
occupants, and has begun to identify its equipment and inventory needs to fully support 
maintenance operations. 


2 
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Crews continue to work to complete punchlist items such as millwork, wall stone, floor stone, 
ceiling panels, plaster work, carpeting, doors, and other finishes. As of April 9, there were 
approximately 8,800 open items on the main punchlist. Given the pace of the work, we remain 
on schedule to receive the temporary Certificate of Occupancy by July 31 . 

In March, 41 change orders were settled. The magnitude of the change order proposals being 
received continues to diminish, with most new proposals coming in below $10,000. Gilbane and 
the CVC Project Team continue to focus their efforts on settling the largest outstanding change 
orders first and as quickly as possible. 

Outside, the East Front is taking on a much greener appearance with the warmer weather and the 
ongoing landscape restoration work being done. All of the construction trailers have been 
removed from the House Egg and crews have been preparing the grounds for sod placement and 
plantings. 

The sidewalk along First Street, N.E., across from the Supreme Court Building, has been 
restored. The CVC truck entrance which had been located there since 2002 has been completely 
dismantled and the area has been restored. Recently, the hoist that was temporarily anchored to 
the Capitol was removed. 

In anticipation of the CVC’s opening, Ms. Rouse and our team continue to work with Oversight 
Committees and Congressional leadership on plans for CVC’s visitor services operations. I 
know she has several updates to share with the Subcommittee today. 

Madam Chair, as you know, the CVC has been designed to greatly enhance the visitor 
experience by providing greater educational opportunities and much-needed amenities to the 
millions of people who visit their Capitol Building each year, It is designed to match the Capitol 
in quality and endurance, and generations of Americans will greatly benefit from all it has to 
offer. 


3 
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In that regard, I am pleased to note that the CVC was recently recognized by the Washington 
Building Congress. Specifically, the project was singled out for 1 1 Craftsmanship Awards for 
the high-quality, professional workmanship demonstrated throughout the facility by individuals 
who are “creative, precise, and possess the special skills associated with quality craftsmanship.” 

The features that were recognized with Craftsmanship Awards include the six skylights which 
allow natural light into the CVC; the custom light fixtures located throughout the CVC and 
Expansion Spaces that complement the existing fixtures in the Capitol Building; the installation 
of major hard scape features such as stairs and seat walls, as well as the re-installation of historic 
elements such as fountains and lanterns on the East Front; and the installation of monumental 
interior wall stone and marble, and ornamental staircases, doors, and other hardware. Technical 
skills of the teams responsible for electrical and fire alarm systems installation, and plaster work 
were also honored. 

In addition to the 1 1 Craftsmanship Awards, several of the winners were extended additional 
honors with the receipt of the “Star Award” for projects deserving of special recognition for 
demonstrating the highest level of quality. The CVC project was recognized for visual 
excellence and technical excellence, and the project also received the Hall of Fame award for the 
masonry work done throughout the facility. 

For the Washington Building Congress to recognize the CVC for its superb craftsmanship and 
quality is a true honor. The fine team that has worked on this project can take great pride in 
their role in helping to complete the largest single expansion of the Capitol Building. 

This concludes my statement. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Rouse. 

Opening Statement — Terrie Rouse 

Ms. Rouse. Good afternoon, Madam Chair, Congressman 
Latham, and members of the subcommittee. I am pleased to be 
here today to update you — it would help if I turn the microphone 
on. My apologies. 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, members of the sub- 
committee, I am pleased to be here today to update you on the 
progress we have made since last month in readying the Capitol 
Visitor Center from an operational perspective. 

In the personnel field, we have put veteran managers in place to 
run our gift shops, our exhibition space, and our restaurant. Last 
month, I introduced to you my deputy, who is an accomplished ad- 
ministrator. He will oversee the operations aspect of the Visitor 
Center. 


CVC STAFFING UPDATE 

As I discussed at last month’s hearing, I am hiring a diverse and 
professional staff. Our job fair last week was extremely successful. 
We received over 600 applications for the 60 Visitor Assistant posi- 
tions that are available. With help from our colleagues all over the 
Capitol complex, we interviewed approximately 200 people. We 
culled that number and are planning to complete the selection 
within the next 2 weeks. 

I think the overwhelming response was due in large part to out- 
reach through the different congressional caucuses, our advertise- 
ments in smaller, nontraditional outlets, and our contacts with 
schools and universities across the country. 

The Visitor Assistant position is a crucial component of our 
setup. With so much that is new about the Capitol to outsiders and 
even to people who work here, we need to make sure that the Vis- 
itor Assistants, our front line ambassadors, can respond quickly 
and completely to any situation or questions that arise. 

We continue to be mindful of the fact that, despite the progress 
we have made in hiring key personnel, we have a huge task ahead 
in hiring up to the designated staff level for the Capitol Visitor 
Center. We have only a fraction of the time that is considered aver- 
age for a 200,000-square-foot facility. Our dedicated team will con- 
tinue to work on hiring all necessary staff, and training will be vi- 
tally important for all employees. 

CVC OPERATIONS 

In the context of operational planning, we are also aware of our 
identity as a component of the Office of the Architect of the U.S. 
Capitol as an extension of the Capitol Building itself. Even now, we 
are serving as an arm of the Capitol operation by meeting on a reg- 
ular basis not only with our subcommittee, but with the Capitol 
Preservation Committee, our Oversight Committees, House and 
Senate leadership, and senior leadership team of the Architect of 
the Capitol Architect’s Office. 

From a programming perspective, one of the more unusual exhib- 
its in the Capitol Visitors Center was installed since our last meet- 
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ing, the 11-foot-high touchable model of the Capitol dome. Produced 
by Midwest Model Makers of Indianapolis and made of poly- 
urethane, the dome will provide visitors with an intimate look at 
the iconic symbol of representative democracy. Our young visitors 
will love this model of the Capitol dome, and for that reason, we 
made sure that it is durable and easily cleaned. It will never need 
painting, since color is impregnated in the mold. 

ADVANCE RESERVATION SYSTEM 

Madam Chair, as you know from our weekly updates, we have 
made steady progress in the development of the Advanced Reserva- 
tion System. For the past month, we have been working closely 
with the current visitor services staff on how to administer the Ad- 
vanced Reservation System during the busiest Capitol tourist sea- 
sons. 

We continue to work on developing the CVC Web site. We want 
to prepare people for the much improved U.S. Capitol experience 
that awaits them with the logistical information that they need, 
and we want to make the Web site as easy to navigate as possible. 
More importantly, we want to whet the appetites of our visitors as 
to what the Capitol has to offer that will inform, involve, and in- 
spire them in a very personable way. 

We are also continuing to facilitate communications with the 
U.S. Capitol Police, the D.C. Department of Transportation and 
others on visitor approaches to and from the Visitors Center. There 
are a variety of approaches to the Capitol, from walking to biking 
to taking public and private transportation. 

The Nation’s Capital is a friendly walking town, a walking city. 
Residents and visitors alike enjoy our sidewalks, our generous 
green spaces that make walking along the magnificent monuments 
and memorials a true delight. In fact, DDOT and the Capitol Police 
are preparing a pedestrian access study of First Street, where traf- 
fic will be heavier once the Visitor Center opens. 

CHARTER BUS OPERATIONS 

Currently, large charter buses drop off passengers near the West 
Front of the Capitol; they will still be able to do so when the Vis- 
itor Center opens. Some of the companies, however, may choose to 
park and drop off passengers at Union Station, where approxi- 
mately there are 75 available parking spaces are. From Union Sta- 
tion, there are a variety of options for tourists who wish to visit the 
Capitol Building, including picking up a city tour bus, riding a local 
Metrobus, or walking four blocks to the Visitor Center, about as far 
as it is from the White House to the Washington Monument. From 
the Capitol South Metro stop, where many tours will exit the sub- 
way, the walk to the Visitor Center is only two blocks. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to update the subcommittee 
on our activities, and thank you for your continued support and in- 
terest. I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. Rouse. 

[Ms. Rouse’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of Ms. Terrie S. Rouse 
Chief Executive Officer for Visitor Services 
for the Capitol Visitor Center, Office of the Architect of the Capitol 

Before the Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 

Regarding Capitol Visitor Center Operations 

April 15, 2008 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be here 
today to update you on the progress we have made since last month in readying the Capitol 
Visitor Center from an operational perspective. 

We are continuing to prepare the Visitor Center on a number of fronts. For example, in the 
personnel field, we’ve put veteran managers in place to run our gift shops, our exhibition space 
and our restaurant. We’ve hired an accomplished administrator as my deputy who will oversee 
the operations aspect of the Visitor Center as we ramp up and go live. Those managers in turn 
are hiring experienced and enthusiastic people who will handle daily functions in their areas. 

As I discussed at last month’s hearing, I am hiring a diverse and professional staff. Our job fair 
last week was extremely successful. We received more than 600 applications for the 60 Visitor 
Assistant positions that are available and — with help from our colleagues all over the Capitol 
complex — we interviewed more than 200 people last week. We’ve culled that number and are 
planning second-round interviews this week. 1 think our overwhelming response was due in 
large part to outreach to the different Congressional caucuses, our advertisements in smaller, 
non-traditional outlets, and our contact with schools and universities across the country. 

The Visitor Assistant position is a crucial component of our set-up - the Visitor Assistants are 
our front-line ambassadors - sometimes they will be the first people visitors will see upon 
entering the Capitol complex. With so much that is new about the Capitol to outsiders, and even 
to people who work here, we need to make sure that the Visitor Assistants — and in fact 
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everyone who works for the Visitor Center — can respond quickly and completely to any 
situation or question that arises. We feel that our tone of voice is as much about communicating 
feelings as it is about communicating facts - so it’s not just what we say but how we say it. Our 
tone is professional, dynamic, welcoming, resourceful, and energetic. This attitude shows an 
understanding of our audience - the visitors - and we will always convey a very real sense of 
inspiration, excitement, and promise as we welcome newcomers to our home. 

We continue to be mindful of the fact that, despite the progress we’ve made in hiring key- 
personnel, we have a huge task ahead in hiring up to the designated staff level for the Capitol 
Visitor Center. We have only a fraction of the time that is considered average for a 220,000 
square foot facility. Our dedicated team will continue to work on hiring all necessary staff and 
training will be vitally important for all employees. 

From a programming perspective, one of the more unusual exhibits in the Capitol Visitor Center 
was installed since our last meeting - the 11 -foot-high touchable model of the Capitol Dome. 
Produced by Midwest Model Makers of Indianapolis and made of polyurethane, the Dome will 
provide visitors with an intimate look at this iconic symbol of representative democracy. Every 
architectural feature of the Capitol Dome, both interior and exterior, has been meticulously 
replicated. The front of the model shows the exterior of the Dome from its base to the Statue of 
Freedom. The back side of the model depicts a cutaway showing the construction of the inner 
and outer cast iron Dome and the interior of the Rotunda, from the fresco depicting George 
Washington to the Rotunda floor. The lighting in the Dome will simulate a day/night cycle. 
When night falls, the light in the tholus — that’s the area beneath the Statue of Freedom — will 
come on. 

Our young visitors will love this model of the Capitol Dome, and for that reason we’ve made 
sure that the model is tough, durable, easily cleaned, and it never needs to be painted since color 
is impregnated into the mold. 

In the context of our operational planning, we are also aware of our identity as a component of 
the Office of the Architect of the Capitol and as an extension of the Capitol Building itself. Even 
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now, we are serving as an arm of the Capitol operation by meeting on a regular basis not only 
with this Subcommittee but with the Capitol Preservation Commission, our oversight 
committees, House and Senate leadership, and the senior leadership team in the Architect's 
Office. 

Madam Chair, as you know from our weekly updates, we have been making steady progress in 
the development of the Advanced Reservation System (ARS). For the past month, we’ve been 
working closely with the current Visitor Services staff on how to administer the ARS during the 
busiest Capitol tour seasons. 

We also continue to make progress in developing the new CVC Web site. For many people, the 
Web site will be their first introduction to the CVC so we want to make sure that its tone is as 
welcoming as the tone of our staff. We want to prepare people for the much-improved Capitol 
experience that awaits them with the logistical information that they need, and we want to make 
the Web site as easy to navigate as possible. Most importantly, we want to whet their appetites 
regarding what the Capitol has to offer that will inform, involve, and inspire them in a very 
personal way. 

We are also continuing to facilitate communication among the U.S. Capitol Police, the District of 
Columbia Department of Transportation, and others on transportation to and from the Visitor 
Center. DDOT and the Capitol Police are in the midst of preparing a pedestrian access study 
regarding First Street where traffic will be heavier once the Visitor Center opens. 

Currently, large charter buses drop off passengers near the West Front of the Capitol. They will 
still be able to do so when the Visitor Center opens. Some of these companies, however, may 
chose to park and drop off passengers at Union Station, which has approximately 75 available 
bus parking spaces. From Union Station, there are a variety of options for tourists who wish to 
visit the Capitol Building including picking up a city tour bus, riding a local Metrobus, or 
walking four blocks to the Visitor Center - about as far as it is from the White House to the 
Washington Monument. From Capitol South, where many tourists will exit the subway, the 
walk to the Visitor Center is only two blocks. 


3 
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We understand from District officials that the city Metrobus route, the N22, which currently runs 
along First Street, has already increased in frequency and is operating smoothly between Union 
Station and the new baseball stadium. District and Metro officials plan to convert this N22 route 
to a new DC Circulator route which would run every 10 minutes down First Street with a stop at 
the Visitor Center. 

Thank you, again, for this opportunity to update the Subcommittee on our activities, and thank 
you for your continued support and interest. 1 would be pleased to answer any questions you 
may have. 


4 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Chief Morse. 

Opening Statement — Chief Morse 

Chief Morse. Madam Chair and Congressman Latham, members 
of the committee, I would like to thank you for inviting me here 
today to testify. 

Today, I would like to focus my comments on the Department’s 
plans for addressing potential volumes of visitors to the CVC. With 
regard to anticipated volume, we have systems in place to allow for 
the reassignments of resources and personnel to meet critical needs 
throughout the Capitol complex. We believe that we have the capa- 
bility to move personnel in a timely manner to address surges in 
pedestrian flow, as well as other events, while maintaining the se- 
curity of the Capitol complex. 

We have also completed our operational and emergency special 
operating procedures that are commensurate with this high-level 
volume of visitors, and are prepared to initiate training with our 
officers and employees when the occupancy permit is issued. 

pedestrian traffic 

Based on the historical data, tourists to the Nation’s Capitol do 
not typically drive to their destinations. Therefore, we would antici- 
pate the same flow of vehicular traffic that is currently present, 
with a higher level of pedestrian traffic. The Department currently 
supports the large charter buses dropping off visitors to the Capitol 
on First Street Northwest and Southwest along the West Front. 

The Department continues to work cooperatively with the AOC 
and the District’s Department of Transportation to look at move- 
ment of visitors to the Capitol complex within the current security 
restrictions for large vehicles. It is important to note that there will 
be many means of arrival at the entrance of the CVC, many noted 
by Ms. Rouse, that include public transit buses, commercial sight- 
seeing vehicles, taxicabs, personal passenger vehicles, as well as 
walking from the numerous Metro and subways near the Capitol. 

CVC TOURIST ENTRANCE 

With regard to the tours, the Department believes the main en- 
trance of the Capitol Visitor Center remains the optimum entry 
point for visitors to the CVC and the Capitol. Our planning as- 
sumptions have consistently relied upon the state-of-the-art CVC 
entrance configuration to process large numbers of visitors in a 
more efficient manner so that we can sustain the high level of secu- 
rity standards currently maintained throughout the Capitol com- 
plex. We also understand the concerns raised regarding the ability 
of Members to maintain staff-led tours for their constituencies. The 
Department is continuing to work with Congress on this matter. 

In closing, I would just like to thank you again for the oppor- 
tunity to appear before you today, and I will be glad to answer any 
questions that you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Chief. 

[Chief Morse’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of Phillip D. Morse, Sr., 

Chief of Police, United States Capitol Police 

Before the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, 

Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 
April 15, 2008 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham and Members of the Subcommittee, I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to provide a brief update on the United 
States Capitol Police role in securing the Capitol Visitor Center. 

The USCP has worked closely with the AoC on final steps to prepare the Capitol Visitor 
Center (CVC) for an initial occupancy by July 31, 2008. With the completion of the CVC in 
November 2008, there will be the capability and the capacity to welcome larger numbers of 
guests and visitors at any one time to the Capitol. This new facility will efficiently process high 
volumes of guests and visitors and bring them into a safe, controlled and monitored environment 
as quickly as possible, while maintaining the highest level of security and protection. 

Today, I would like to focus my comments on three specific areas: the Department’s 
plans for addressing the potential volume of visitors to the CVC, the CVC transportation plan, 
and the utilization of the Cannon Tunnel for tours. 

The Department has developed operational, emergency response and evacuation plans for 
our role in supporting this effort. These plans have several primary objectives: 
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> To move guests and visitors as quickly as possible through our screening process, so we 
can welcome them into a safe and secured facility; 

> To provide an immediate and appropriate response to any event which may occur within 
the facility; 

> To provide the maximum support, protection and response for Members and their staff 
while they are conducting business and meeting with constituents within the Capitol 
Visitor Center, and; 

> To use state-of-the-art security technology and practices to maximize throughput of 
visitors and efficiently utilize police staffing for proper security and law enforcement 
coverage within the CVC. 

Additionally, the Department is conducting training on emergency procedures and 
evacuation plans for the CVC. We believe that the overall sworn training program provided to 
USCP sworn personnel addresses crowd control under various operational situations. We also 
believe that this training and its operational application provide our personnel with the resources 
necessary to address increased pedestrian traffic resulting from the operation of the CVC. 

We have systems in place to allow for the reassignment of resources and personnel to 
meet critical needs throughout the Capitol Complex. We believe that we have the capability to 
move personnel in a timely manner to address surges in pedestrian flow, as well as other events, 
while maintaining the security of the Capitol Complex. 

Based on historical data, tourists to the Nation’s Capitol do not typically drive to their 
destinations. Therefore, we would anticipate the same flow of vehicular traffic that is currently 
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present. The Department currently supports large charter buses dropping off visitors to the 
Capitol on First Street NW/SW along the West Front. 

The Department is continuing its discussions with the AOC and the District’s Department 
of Transportation to look at bus routes on the Capitol Complex, as well as the most efficient 
methods for transporting visitors, while maintaining our operational security plans for the 
complex. Should the concept of Circular buses be approved to move tourist around the Capitol 
complex, as well as address increased pedestrian flow, we believe that additional resources may 
be necessary to address impacts at First Street and Independence Avenue resulting from these 
Circulator buses. 

As for the impacts on office buildings and other buildings on the Capitol Complex 
resulting from additional pedestrian traffic associated with the CVC, we do not anticipate an 
increase in personnel needs for this purpose at this time. Based on the physical constraints on 
the pedestrian flow through the building entrances and available equipment, we do not believe 
that the flow of pedestrian traffic through the entrances would increase with the addition of 
personnel at these screening locations. 

With regard to tours, the Department believes that the main entrances of the Capitol 
Visitor Center remain the optimum entry point for visitors to the CVC and the Capitol. Our 
planning assumptions have consistently relied upon the state-of-the-art CVC entrance 
configuration to process large numbers of visitors in a more efficient manner, so that we can 
sustain the high security standards currently maintained throughout the Capitol Complex. With 
the anticipated influx of visitors, we are mindful of the need to closely monitor and regulate the 
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number of visitors in the Capitol and the CVC at any given time, so that we may ensure that an 
evacuation of these structures can be accomplished in a safe and timely manner. 

Currently there are three primary points of entry for tour groups to enter the Capitol. The 
primary entry location for public tours is the Upper West Terrace Door of the Capitol. This is a 
temporary entry point that has been used while the CVC has been under construction. The two 
entry points for staff-led tours are through either the Cannon House Office Building or Russell 
Senate Office Building tunnels into the Capitol. 

Understanding the concerns raised regarding the ability of Members to maintain staff led 
tours for their constituencies, the Department is continuing to work with the Congress on this 
matter. As noted in our FY 2009 budget request, we have requested an additional 10 sworn FTE 
to provide for the continuation of tours through the tunnels to the Capitol. 

The Department understands that the concept of operations for the CVC has not been 
finalized and further adjustments may be made to ensure that the facility provides for the needs 
of visitors to the Capitol Complex, while serving as a working building in which the Congress 
may conduct its business. 

A major factor in the Department’s planning effort is our ability to hire and train the 
additional sworn staff we believe would be necessary to secure the CVC. We are very grateful 
for the support of the Congress in authorizing 21 sworn FTE in FY 2008 for this purpose. Even 
if the Department receives authorization for the additional 1 0 sworn FTE necessary for tunnel 
security and the necessary funding to support these 31 FTE in FY 2009, the Department will not 
have the opportunity to train these sworn officers in the time remaining prior to the opening of 


the CVC in November 2008. 
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Therefore, the Department is developing its operational plans for the opening of the CVC 

around the utilization of overtime fencing until such time as the authorized FTEs are hired, 

1 \ 

trained and deployed. As 1 havp mentioned in previous testimony, 1 believe this should be a 
short-term solution as I am mindful of the adverse effects of long shifts and extensive overtime 
on personnel. This overtime-funding requirement is reflected in the Department’s FY 2009 
budget request. 


In closing, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Committee 
today. The Department remains committed to continuing the highest-level of security and 
service provided to the Congress and the visitors to the Capitol Complex. With the continued 
support of the Congress, the Department will be able to provide for the sworn workforce and 
operational support mechanisms needed to meet the security requirements resulting from the 
final concept of operations for the CVC. 


I will be glad to answer any questions you may have at this time. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Dorn. 

Opening Statement — Terrell Dorn 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you, Madam Chair, Mr. Latham, members of 
the subcommittee. 

Since the last hearing, AOC has continued to move the construc- 
tion forward and also the fire alarm acceptance testing. The num- 
ber of open PCOs, or change orders, while still large, continues its 
downward trend. The number of punch-list items, or deficiencies, 
is down by about 10 percent since the last hearing. Two of the defi- 
ciencies that we discussed last month are continuing towards reso- 
lution. 

Most of the atria smoke exhaust equipment is on hand. There is 
some remaining equipment that Mr. Ungar has plans to expedite 
delivery of, if necessary. 

fire alarm life-safety testing 

The additional wiring to address the fire alarm situation is pro- 
ceeding. In working cooperatively, the AOC and the fire marshal 
have been able to reduce some of the second and third shifts they 
had planned for testing. 

Risks, while gradually diminishing, still remain. While the 
punch-list is trending down, there are future final inspections to 
take place which could reverse that trend again temporarily. 

Work on near-critical paths continues to slip; however, a sched- 
ule was not received during the past month, so we do not know the 
full extent. But we do know that we do not expect it to affect the 
schedule at this point. 

We have raised the issue of the East Front pavers on several oc- 
casions. AOC’s investigation of that issue continues. However, it 
appears the problem is widespread and could affect the majority of 
the plaza at some point during repairs. Responsibility is still uncer- 
tain. 


CVC COST ESTIMATES 

At the subcommittee’s request, since the last hearing, AOC re- 
viewed and revised portions of its cost estimate. A number of line 
items changed either up or down, but the bottom line remains the 
same at $621 million. Our review of the revised estimate indicates 
the estimate is realistic. And given the 4 to 5 months of remaining 
construction time, the contingency appears adequate, provided 
there are no unusual delays. 

In summary, Madam Chair, the schedule remains the same with 
November for a potential opening date — at Congress’ discretion, of 
course. And the budget remains the $621 million. 

Thank you. 

[Mr. Dorn’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to assist the Subcommittee in 
monitoring progress on the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) project. My 
remarks will focus on (1) the Architect of the Capitol's (AOC) construction 
progress since the last CVC hearing on March 12, 2008/ and (2) the 
project’s expected cost at completion and funding status. 

Today’s remarks are based on our review of schedules and financial 
reports for the CVC project and related records maintained by AOC and its 
construction management contractor, Gilbane Building Company; our 
observations on the progress of work at the CVC construction site; and our 
discussions with the CVC team (AOC and its major CVC contractors) and 
AOC’s Chief Fire Marshal. We also reviewed AOC’s construction 
management contractor’s periodic schedule assessments, proposed 
change order log, and weekly reports on construction progress. In 
addition, we reviewed the contract modifications made to date. 


Construction Is 
Nearly Complete, 
Risks Remain 


Since the March 12, 2008, CVC hearing, the project’s construction and fire 
alarm acceptance testing have moved forward, and despite continued 
but delays in certain CVC and expansion space work, AOC still believes that 
the project will be ready to open in November 2008. According to AOC’s 
construction management contractor, in dollar terms, the overall CVC 
project remains 99 percent complete. 2 However, risks to the project’s 
schedule remain in several time-critical activities, including the fire alarm 
acceptance testing. Many punch list* items also remain to be completed, 
and a steady number of proposed change orders have to be resolved. At 
this time, however, AOC does not expect the punch list items or the 
proposed change orders to affect the project’s completion date. 


Since the last hearing, work on portions of the project’s current critical 
path, 4 fire alarm acceptance testing, has continued, and no new significant 


'GAO, Capitol Visitor Center: Update on Status of Project’s Schedule and Cost as of 
March 12, 2008, GAO-08-545T (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 12, 2008). 

2 In other words, the sequence 2 contractor has received about 99 percent of the current 
contract value. This value does not include the costs of unsettled proposed change orders, 
potential claims, and work performed outside the current Sequence 2 contract, such as the 
fire marshal's fire alarm acceptance testing. 

’A punch list identifies tasks, usually minor, to be completed at the end of a project. 

"The critical path is the single longest path of activities through a project’s schedule. Each 
day of delay in the critical path could delay the completion of the entire project. 
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issues have emerged. Issues with the fire alarm wiring and smoke exhaust 
system that we discussed last month are being addressed, and AOC does 
not expect them to delay its receipt of a temporary certificate of 
occupancy for the project, planned for July 31, 2008. AOC officials 
recognize that if equipment for the smoke exhaust system is not delivered 
on time, completion of the acceptance testing could be impacted. AOC is 
investigating ways to mitigate that risk by expediting the delivery. 

An updated schedule for March 2008 was not available from AOC to 
review for this hearing. Consequently, it is unclear exactly how much time 
has been lost in less time-critical work in areas such as the East Front, the 
Exhibit Gallery, and the House Hearing Room. Delays in addressing items 
on the project’s extensive punch list, which now includes about 8,800 
tasks, pose further risks to the CVC’s schedule and call for continued 
prompt attention by AOC and its contractors. For example, some fire 
alarm acceptance testing in the Library of Congress tunnel has been 
delayed pending completion of certain work in the tunnel. Moreover, as 
discussed last month, damage to pavers on the East Front plaza has not 
been repaired. AOC has determined that substantial rework may be 
required to prevent further damage, AOC is investigating but has not yet 
determined how much the rework will cost and who is responsible for it. 

Each month, the CVC team continues to identify proposed change orders. 
AOC and its contractors have continued to work together to reduce the 
number of open (outstanding) proposed change orders, but the number of 
open orders has remained essentially unchanged. Sustained attention to 
this issue is needed to reduce uncertainty about the project’s costs and to 
avoid risks to the project’s schedule as new proposed change orders come 
in. Figure 1 compares the number of outstanding proposed change orders 
with the number settled each month. 
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Figure 1 : Outstanding and Settled Proposed Change Orders by Month, March 2006 
through March 2008 * 

Number of PCOs 
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— Outstanding PCOs 

— — PCOs settled this month 
Source: AOC’s construction management contractor. 


a The most current proposed change order data were complete through March 27 
rather than through the last day of the month, as for the previous months. 


AOC’s Cost Estimate 
Remains the Same, 
and Additional Funds 
Will Be Needed 


Since the last hearing, AOC has reviewed its estimate of the CVC’s cost at 
completion. While some line item costs have increased or decreased, the 
bottom line estimate of about $62 1 million remains the same as we 
reported in September 2007. We believe this estimate is realistic and 
contains a sufficient allowance for contingencies, provided there are no 
unexpected delays over the next three months, when construction is 
scheduled to be complete. To date, about $569.5 million has been 
approved for CVC construction, and AOC has $16.2 million more in fiscal 
year 2008 CVC appropriations that it plans to use for construction after it 
obtains congressional approval to obligate these funds. 5 In addition, AOC 


5 For fiscal year 2008, AOC received $28,753,000 (before rescission) in appropriations for 
the CVC project. Pub. L. No. 1 10-161. Of that amount, AOC is allowed, but not required, to 
use up to $8.5 million for operations. AOC is currently planning to use the $8.5 million for 
operations. 
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has estimated that it will still need an additional $2,6 million in fiscal year 
2008 to fund CVC construction. Furthermore, AOC has requested $31.1 
million in fiscal year 2009 funds for CVC construction. Given its current 
cost-to-complete estimate, AOC may need an additional $2 million in fiscal 
year 2009 to complete the project. 

Madam Chair, this completes my prepared statement. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that you or Members of the Subcommittee may 
have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much to all of you. 
And, Mr. Ungar, I assume you do not have anything in terms of 
a statement. 

Mr. Ungar. No. 


CVC COMPLETION COSTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. I know you both said it, but I 
want to just underscore and make it clear, since that is one of the 
main reasons we do these oversight hearings: 

Mr. Ayers and Mr. Dorn, you both agree and are on the same 
page that we are still at $621 million estimated cost to complete, 
an opening of November, and that we are on track for both of 
those? 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. 

Mr. Dorn. That is correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. That is good to know. Com- 
forting. 


BUSING PLAN CONCERNS 

I want to touch base with both the Chief and you, Ms. Rouse, 
about the busing plan, because I have to tell you that since our last 
hearing I have had — and I do not know if you have, Mr. Latham, 
although I have to imagine you have — I have had a lot of members 
come up to me on the floor expressing concern about the busing 
plan, that they are concerned about their constituents. 

I represent a district with a very high proportion of senior citi- 
zens, and I have about-to-be fourth graders, twins, who are ap- 
proaching the school year in which they make that trip to Wash- 
ington, DC, in many cases, across the country. Although I know 
you minimized in your opening statement the distance that would 
be required for people to walk from where the bus drops them off, 
I have to tell you my 8-year-olds have little legs and they complain 
after a couple blocks. And I have a 4-year-old also. 

So I am concerned that the distance that you are asking people 
to walk is too great, particularly for the frail elderly and for young 
children. 

I am also concerned about the dollar per person that we would 
be charging people to get on the Circulator bus. 

And I am lastly concerned, if you could address, are we going to, 
with some of these large tours, be able to use just one bus per 
group? Do you anticipate the buses accommodating an entire 
group? And what do you do with the leftovers if they do not? 

CHARTER BUS OPERATIONS 

Ms. Rouse. I will try to take them in components. 

For many buses, 60 percent of the buses, during a typical busy 
time, the charter buses, will continue to drop off at the West Front. 
People will be dropped off there, and they will walk around the 
building. This is the way most people historically have come to the 
Hill, and I would imagine that is going to continue to be the sce- 
nario. If buses for some reason opt to drop off at Union Station, 
tourists can come to the Capitol a number of ways. They could, if 
they wanted to, get on the Circulator bus and pay a dollar. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But if they could drop off at the West 
Front, why would they drop off at Union Station? 

Ms. Rouse. It depends on the bus company. It depends on what 
arrangements they have made. The Capitol Police have said that 
they can still continue to drop off at the West Front of the Capitol, 
but they may choose to drop off at Union Station. 

EDUCATIONAL TOURS 

What we have tried to do — for which we have begun to talk with 
programming about — is figure out a way to make this a learning 
experience for younger audiences because of the walking distance. 
As you walk the grounds, the groundspeople have the trees labeled, 
in addition to having other ways to make that part of the learning 
experience. 

The public programming staff will be preparing a pre-visit pack- 
age for teachers to help them make every part of their moment to 
the U.S. Capitol an experience. This is part of what we are trying 
to do. 

The bus companies may have the option, since they are pack- 
aging educational tours, to offer tourist the opportunity for a card 
that will give them access to use the Circulator bus. There would 
be a fee that they would probably pass on in their packaging. That 
is one possible solution. 

Another solution is that we would encourage people to do is 
take — go to Capitol South Metro Station. It is only two blocks up; 
Union Station is four blocks. So there are other opportunities. 

Many people, because of the new tourist attractions that will go 
on in this end of Washington, DC, will be coming up from the 
American History Museum which is right down the street from the 
Newseum. There is now a new triangle of excitement, if you will, 
between the three museums. 

CIRCULATOR BUSES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How about whether they will fit on a 
single Circulator bus? 

Ms. Rouse. On a Circulator bus, which is about 30 people, they 
will not. On an N-22 regular bus, that is about 40 people. So that 
would be an option they would have to make. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What do you do? Most of my school 
groups are — and I am sure the other Members’ school groups are 
the same — 150. How are we going to keep these groups together 
and make sure that their teachers can keep track of them? And 
how long will the kids who got dropped off at the Capitol have to 
wait for the other buses to bring the other kids? I mean, the logis- 
tics do not sound like they are going to work. 

Ms. Rouse. If they are opting for the Circulator bus, those buses 
run every 10 minutes. That is my understanding. If we are pre- 
paring groups, if they opt to use the Circulator bus, we would re- 
mind them how big the group is and have that be part of their pre- 
experience. Remember, you need to have X number of supervisors 
with groups of 30, if they decide to do that and if they are not 
being dropped off on the West Front. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time has expired, and I wanted 
the Chief to answer as well. But I mean, a 150-kid-size group, the 
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Circulator buses are going every 10 minutes, that means that they 
are going to have to wait 50 minutes before their entire group gets 
to the Capitol to begin their tour? That is not going to work. 

Ms. Rouse. If they are going to take the Circulator and not walk 
the four blocks or if they are at Union Station. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. With all due respect, little kids — I do 
not even like to walk from Union Station to here — little kids are 
not going to walk — we are not going to be able to walk school 
groups of young children from Union Station to the Capitol and ex- 
pect that to be a realistic everyday thing. 

Ms. Rouse. I understand, I had a small child at one point; I 
know what that is like getting small children together, it is like 
herding cats. But most groups of them are typically dropped off at 
the West Front, and then they are just walking around the build- 
ing. 

So it is an issue. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Latham, do you mind if I let the 
Chief answer? 

Mr. Latham. No. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Chief, part of the reason that we are moving the buses off-site 
is because of security. So if you could address those concerns as 
well. 

Chief Morse. Right. 

LARGE VEHICLES AND SECURITY CONCERNS 

Obviously, large vehicles are an issue for us for security reasons. 
But many people have asked, can you screen buses before they 
come up. And — those issues were talked about years ago when we 
started these discussions, and it takes more officers, more assets 
and resources, and it also takes a location. It takes space because 
of, you know, traffic congestion and such. So those were all the con- 
siderations made. 

With regard to Union Station, I believe one of the primary rea- 
sons Union Station was selected was because it provided parking 
to commercial buses, which has not been something that they have 
been afforded in the past. They have only been allowed to drive 
around the city or sit and stand in neighborhoods, et cetera. And 
that has always been an issue. 

And it was also very difficult to reconnect groups of people with 
their bus companies. They ended up walking a considerable dis- 
tance at the end to get those buses. 

So sort of the solution was to find a place that was a hub, if you 
will, that provided shelter and amenities, bathrooms, and stores, et 
cetera, and then the solution would come from, you know, the peo- 
ple involved in moving people of how to get them up to the CVC, 
should they use that hub as a central location to park buses and 
off-load people. 

And I believe one of the solutions was the Circulator bus system. 
But also it was incorporated into a much larger plan where the 
CVC would not just be the focal point of the city attractions, that 
they would interconnect with other attractions along the Mall. So 
the Circulator bus system that runs along the Mall would also run 
up on Capitol Hill, as well as the Circulator system that is pri- 
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marily used for Union Station to the CVC, to the eastern corridor, 
to the stadium. 

So that was some of the background of why they chose that loca- 
tion as a central drop-off point. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you for your indulgence. 

Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I share your con- 
cerns. 

I have the honor every year of getting up and having a 6:30 
breakfast with about 120 people from the Ogden, Iowa, high school, 
which was this morning. So if I am a little sleepy today that may 
be why. 


MANAGING LARGE TOURIST GROUPS 

I just could not help, sitting there with this large group of people 
with three buses outside; if they go to Union Station, the group will 
be broken up. 

Chief, maybe you know the answer — is there any study, or any 
way to know for sure whether it is actually more secure to have 
people get off one bus, out of their group, commingle with a lot of 
other people, then get on another bus to come up to the Capitol? 
It seems that you would almost have a better security setting with 
a group that is kept together. Is there any way of screening down 
at Union Station? How can you say it is more secure to do it this 
way versus having them kept together? 

Chief Morse. Yeah, just with respect to the vehicle itself, not the 
people. The vehicle can obviously — a vehicle that size can be very 
dangerous in the wrong hands. 

With that being said, we go back to assets and resources of the 
police department in order to do that screening in a location that 
affords us the opportunity to park that many buses and screen 
them prior to entering the grounds. So it comes to, an assets-re- 
sources situation. 

And so the answer is “no,” there is no study or anything. But I 
would agree with you that the separation of groups and such would 
be very unorganized and that type of thing with school children; 
and we have to find a way to fix that. 

With regard to the buses, buses can be screened and buses can 
then be rendered safe. But it takes people, it would take other as- 
sets and resources in order to do that, as well as space. 

Mr. Latham. Ms. Rouse. 

LARGE GROUPS — BEST PRACTICES 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, I just wanted to add and reinforce the notion 
that many large groups still would be dropped off on the West 
Front. We will have Visitor Assistants on the ground there who are 
trained and accustomed to knowing that you have groups of 150 
getting off three buses, and they are going to come into the Capitol 
Visitor Center at a certain time if they are taking an historic tour. 

Also I was reminded by staff that if they are coming down from 
Union Station and if their bus company opted to park there and 
have tourists unload and then come on over, those buses from the 
Circulator are 60-passenger buses. So that would be an option for 
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many more people if they want to get on the bus for a short, four- 
block ride. 

A lot of this will come down to us using the best practices of 
many large institutions who corral staff and kids all the time. You 
greet them, you orient them, you make sure they are prepared, and 
then you make sure after they get within your building they are 
also escorted appropriately. 

There is a lot that we are going to implement that we know 
works successfully. And, of course, there are things that we will 
have to learn. 

Mr. Latham. You said, Chief, there are 75 bus parking places at 
Union Station. Do you know how many of those are contracted out 
already? 

Chief Morse. I do not. 

BUS VOLUME — ENHANCED SECURITY 

Mr. Latham. There are about a thousand buses that come into 
town during the spring and fall, every day — I mean, various kinds. 
I just would be very concerned about capacity down there, and 
also — I do not see how you have enhanced security by breaking 
groups to where you don’t know who they are. And you say you are 
screening the Circulator buses and passengers at Union Station? 
And you are going to be there as far as screening the buses and 
the passengers at Union Station? 

Chief Morse. The Circulator buses and Metro buses do not have 
compartments that are hidden, compartments that can carry those 
loads. So we do the screening of those buses prior to entering the 
Hill at the truck interdiction, large vehicle interdiction points 
around the Capitol complex with officers who are outside. 

PROPOSED BUS PLAN 

Mr. Latham. Do you know if that is going to take more of your 
efforts? Do you know the amount of overtime in your budget re- 
quest for this operation as far as the additional efforts you are 
going to have to cover the Circulator bus plan? 

Chief Morse. With respect to the Circulator bus plan that is 
being proposed, existing assets and resources would cover that. 

If I could, the truck interdiction program was a program that 
was initiated without FTE, so that is all backfilled with overtime. 
When the additional Circulator bus system from Union Station is 
incorporated, it would be no different than the current buses and 
Metrobuses that we screen very quickly and allow to access the 
Hill. However, if any streets that are currently closed were to be 
opened for that transit, then it would in fact drive more or addi- 
tional overtime. 

So it is from existing overtime that we currently operate the 
truck interdiction program. So it would be at no additional cost, 
based on this proposal by DC-DDOT. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. McCollum. 

Ms. McCollum. Thank you. 
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DROP OFF CONCERNS — INCLEMENT WEATHER 

I think it is good to raise concerns about the drop-offs, but I 
think that this is something that should be under a close scrutiny 
and a lot of monitoring the first couple times, with feedback from 
individuals. 

And different groups are going to be set up different ways. I did 
not make much money, but I spent summers running day camps 
for YMCA. And so I did big-group things. And the difference is 
going to mean what your ratio is to students, the age of the stu- 
dents. There are going to be a whole lot of factors involved. 

But the one thing that happens here quite often is inclement 
weather and rain. And so if someone is planning on walking those 
four blocks getting off of a bus, folks knowing that the Circulator 
is an option, or do the Circulators at some point become over- 
whelmed because they are not dedicated to the CVC. 

I think there are some questions, but I think you can come up 
with some best practices. But there really needs to be really good 
information going out to the groups — how far they are going to be 
expected to walk what they could do with bad weather. 

And, you know, every State has different regulations on field 
trips, every school district has different regulations on field trips. 
So there are best practices as to breaking up your groups ahead of 
time. That is what we used to do, so people knew what group they 
were in. And we did things with color coding. 

I mean, you see that, and you have done enough field trips with 
your kids. But I really do think thinking ahead is probably a good 
idea, because one lost kid on the Capitol complex is not going to 
be great. 


PAVER ASSESSMENT 

I would like to learn more about the pavers, because I would like 
to be able to tell my constituents that are going over to the Senate 
that they can walk through outside and not take the extra walk. 
Tell me what is going on with the pavers and when we can get this 
fixed. 

Mr. Ungar. Yes, ma’am. As you probably know, if you look out 
on the plaza now, you will see many of the pavers are chipped. 
Some of them are moving and — expanding as well as contracting. 

We have retained an outside consultant, an expert engineering 
firm, to come look at the situation and assess it. They finished 
their study. They gave us a preliminary report about a week ago 
for us to fact-check. They asked us to do a little more survey work 
on the plaza, which we have done. 

We are expecting a draft report from them this week. We have 
set up an AOC panel to assess that report. Then we are going to 
go ahead and give it to the contractors involved and give them a 
chance to look at it. At the time that that is happening, we are 
going to be looking at the options. 

We know we have a problem. We know we have to fix a good por- 
tion of the plaza. And we are going to look at each option, cost, 
time frame associated with it, durability, quality, and so forth. 

Ms. McCollum. Mr. Ungar, if I can ask a question, I am assum- 
ing that when you put the contract out for the pavers there were 
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specifications what the weather is like, you know, what the weight 
is. Why are we doing all of this and not the person who has the 
contract? 

Mr. Ungar. Well, there are actually two major contractors in- 
volved, ma’am. One was the architect who designed the plaza. The 
second was the contractor that installed the pavers in the system. 
What we had to find out was, what is the cause or what were the 
causes of the problems that we are having? Are they design re- 
lated? Are they installation related? Or is it a combination thereof? 
That is what we have asked our engineering consultant to deter- 
mine. 

That is what we need, to first get a definitive assessment of the 
cause and then determine what we need to do to fix it and how to 
fix it. So we have to involve both the designer and the contractor 
that installed it in this process that we are going to get through. 

PAVER CONTRACT RESOLUTION 

Ms. McCollum. If someone did not live up to what was specified 
in the contract, I am assuming that they would be responsible for 
making it right and absorbing those costs. 

Mr. Ungar. That is correct. Our difficulty will be a practical one. 
It will probably take some time to sort that all out from a contrac- 
tual and a legal standpoint. 

What we are going to do, so that we do not have to wait for that 
process to unfold, is once we get our assessment complete, reviewed 
and get the comments back from the contractors. Our plan is to 
proceed, then we will work out the responsibility part of that as we 
proceed. But we do not want to hold up work waiting for that to 
be completed. 

Ms. McCollum. Have you held up payment or portions of pay- 
ment? 

Mr. Ungar. Not specifically for pavers at this point, we have not. 
Most of the plaza was installed some time — ago. So the payments 
have been made. There is some retainage that has been held back 
but its applicability to this situation is uncertain. What we would 
do now is go back to the appropriate parties and then seek pay- 
ment, reimbursement for whatever portion it is deemed that they 
would be responsible for. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The gentlelady’s time has expired. 

Ms. McCollum. I asked for the time frame. The time frame? 

Mr. Ungar. Well, in terms of getting all the issues sorted out, 
we hope to have all those sorted out by June or early July. Then 
we need to solidify what we are going to do and get congressional 
stakeholder input on the fix and the timing. 

Our assumption is we may have to stage this, because we do not 
want to have the plaza torn up 100 percent all at once. We may 
be able to start sometime in the summer. It is not quite clear yet 
how long it is going to take us. We do not know which fix we are 
going to go with, how much of the plaza we have to work on, and 
exactly how much time that is going to take. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Ungar. 

Mr. Bonner. 
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TOUR DROP OFF RE-EVALUATION 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you, Madam Chair. And I associate my con- 
cerns with you, as others have already. Just a couple observations, 
and then to try to get a couple questions in. 

Ms. Rouse, just for the record, people have been dropping buses 
and tour groups have been dropping people off down at the foot of 
the Capitol on the West Front because that is the only choice they 
had. The East Front was closed. So to say that was an act of choice 
as opposed to an act of necessity or convenience, I think — and we 
have got the Acting Architect here who can correct me if I am 
wrong. But I think the original Capitol cost $1.4 million in the 
1790s. We are talking about a $621-million new Visitor Center that 
we are all excited about, and we are still going to tell people they 
have to get off four blocks away or go to Union Station and get on 
a Circulator bus and potentially pay a dollar. 

It is appropriate we are having this discussion on April 15th, tax 
day, when millions of Americans are writing their checks to fund 
the Federal Government. But I think the record should note that 
they are letting the groups off there because that is really the only 
choice they have at the present time. 

Ms. Rouse. For the last 7 years it has been the practice. The 
West Front allows the buses to be able to turn around. Coming 
down First Street, there is not that opportunity to drop people off 
and head the other direction. 

There is a lot of traffic along First Street. One of the studies that 
we are going to do and we will have for you next month is a pedes- 
trian study of what traffic will be on First Street with the Library 
of Congress and the CVC both having people crossing the street. 
It is something we definitely have to look at. 

CIRCULATOR BUSES 

Mr. Bonner. Are the Circulator buses currently purchased and 
in service or available, or are we going to have to purchase those 
as well? 

Ms. Rouse. The Circulator buses are DDOT’s buses. They are in 
use. You see them often, the red buses going down various routes. 
I believe that DDOT is purchasing additional buses, the slightly 
larger ones that they would intersperse on the route for the uses 
of the CVC. It also goes on to the stadium. So it is servicing this 
side of town. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you know how much those buses cost? 

Ms. Rouse. I do not know. I can get that for you. 

[The information follows:] 

Question. Do you know how much those buses cost? 

Response. The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) owns 
and operates the Circulator buses. Their rough estimate regarding the cost to pur- 
chase five buses is an initial $2.3 million, with annual operating costs (including 
labor, fuel, and maintenance) of $1.6 million. 

The CVC is working diligently to comply with security standards for the U.S. Cap- 
itol while ensuring that all visitors are able to comfortably and easily reach the Cap- 
itol. Currently, charter buses drop visitors near the West Front of the Capitol. Other 
visitors use the Metrorail system or metrobuses, drive and park, or walk. In addi- 
tion to these currently available transportation options, in spring 2009, WMATA 
may change a current Metro bus line to a Circulator route operating between Union 
Station and the Washington Navy Yard. The WMATA has informed the CVC that 
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it will add a bus stop at First Street, NE., to this route to allow visitors to dis- 
embark in close proximity to the U.S. Capitol. 

Mr. Bonner. It would be useful to know because — Chief, I am 
not trying to compare apples and oranges, but some of us have 
been to the border, on border trips, and we have seen the tech- 
nology where 18-wheelers can pull through and like a body scan at 
a hospital, they can determine whether someone is illegally coming 
into the country or they are bringing drugs or weapons or some- 
thing else. 

It seems to me the technology is there. I know it requires addi- 
tional resources. But it also seems that you would be able to say 
in a balance, well, this option is going to cost us X and this option 
is going to cost Y. And it — I think it would be useful for the com- 
mittee to know what are all the options you have. 

Maintaining security, obviously, is a primary concern, but also 
convenience to the American taxpayers. 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN COORDINATION 

What groups have — and, Chief, I guess this question goes to you 
or to the head of the CVC — what groups have you met with regard- 
ing the transportation plan for the CVC? Specifically, have you met 
with some of the bus companies that bring these tens of thousands 
of visitors to their Nation’s Capital? 

Ms. Rouse. We have been meeting, since we were discussing 
transportation, with DDOT. We have met extensively with DDOT. 
I have not personally met with the bus tour operators; however, 
our consultants have been involved with discussions with them, as 
we have had discussions with Union Station. So that is the level 
of conversation that we have had. 

We do know that the bus operator groups are very interested in 
the renewed entrance to getting to the CVC. 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. If I can get two more quick questions. 

CVC MAIN ENTRANCE — CAPITOL ACCESS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Sure. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Bonner. All right. 

First, there was an article in Roll Call, I think yesterday or 
maybe today, that talked about the possibility that visitors meeting 
in the congressional office buildings would also have to use the 
CVC main entrance to come over to the Capitol. Is that currently 
the plan? 

Chief Morse. That has always been the assumption, yes. 

Mr. Bonner. So we have constituents that are waiting in our of- 
fice to meet with us, they need to come over to the Rayburn room 
to meet with the chairwoman, and they will have to go up to the 
CVC to enter the building? 

Chief Morse. That has been the assumption, yes. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, that will be very convenient, I am sure. 

GIFT SHOPS 

And I guess one other question that was raised in the last brief- 
ing was the comment or the conversation about the gift shops. Cur- 
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rently, as I understand it, the gift shop in the Capitol is run by the 
Capitol Historical Society; is that correct? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, in the crypt. 

Mr. Bonner. And yet the new gift shops will be run by the 
House and profits will go into a revolving fund back into the CVC? 

Ms. Rouse. No. Let me correct that for you. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you. 

Ms. Rouse. The CVC’s gift shops will be run by the CVC, by the 
staff, and we will have about 19 people to run those. We will buy 
products, some products from the House and the Senate gift shops. 
We will also be developing our own product lines and looking at 
various things. 

The profit or excess cash over the cost of product will go into a 
revolving account. Once a year that excess, if there is any at all, 
will be reviewed by the oversight committees to determine if we 
continue to invest it back into product or how would we use it. 

CVC AND CAPITOL HISTORICAL SOCIETY DISCUSSIONS 

Mr. Bonner. My concern is, what happens to the Capitol Histor- 
ical Society? I assume that some of their operating money comes 
from the operation of the gift shop. 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, it does. I talk to the Capitol Historical Society 
quite a bit, sir. We have been negotiating with them over the last 
several months. As we speak, we are waiting to get a document 
from them. 

We are hopeful that the CVC will be entering into a merchan- 
dising agreement with them; that we will be buying their products. 
They have some wonderful things. Their mission and vision really 
ties a lot to what we are about; and as an educator, I appreciate 
what they have done. Hopefully, we can continue to partner with 
them on a variety of things. 

Hopefully, by this time next month, we will be able to say that 
we have worked something out. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you so much, Mr. Bonner. 

Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you very much, and good morning. And let me 
welcome all of you and thank you very much for your hard work 
and your service and for getting us to where we have come, so far. 

BUS FARE 

And I want to thank our Chair, because I have not been that ex- 
cited about this project, as you know, like many of us. But under 
your leadership I am becoming a little bit more excited about the 
opening, and especially with this team — until I heard about this 
dollar bus charge, bus fee. 

So every time I get really excited, there are some little glitches 
that cause me a little bit of heartburn. 

So I have to associate myself with your comments and see if we 
can figure out a way to not do this. Because I can see very quickly 
how this could exclude many, many people who would want to 
come. 

A dollar, to some, may not be a lot of money; to others, it is a 
lot of money — you know, especially families with a lot of kids; espe- 
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cially with low-income individuals; especially with — again, with Af- 
rican Americans and Latinos and people who have not really bene- 
fited totally from the American dream. And so I just hope we can 
figure this one out. 


ISSUES OF DIVERSITY 

Let me thank you, Mr. Ayers, for all of your hard work with re- 
gard to the issues of diversity. The Black History Month celebra- 
tion was wonderful; and I hope you have other events planned, 
celebrating the diversity of the AOC staff, because it is a wonderful 
staff, and we have many cultures represented, and many back- 
grounds represented. I think that is an excellent way to make sure 
that we celebrate everybody who works there. 

On your small business, small disadvantaged business, women- 
owned business, diversity, inclusion, equal opportunity piece, I 
want to ask you a couple of questions. I have a copy of your testi- 
mony, and I was pleased to see that — that you presented, I guess, 
before was it the Transportation Subcommittee; yeah, Transpor- 
tation — and also a copy of the small business program. 

SMALT. BUSINESS CLARIFICATION 

Just clarify for me when you say small business, I mean, that in- 
cludes small disadvantaged businesses, right, which means minor- 
ity-owned businesses? That means women-owned — under small 
businesses is women-owned business? 

It is hard for me to kind of figure out how these goals are being 
set. I mean, I see 8 percent small disadvantaged concerns, but yet 
everything is under the small business program. So can you kind 
of break out how you are going to do the small disadvantaged piece 
and the women-owned business piece? 

OUTREACH EFFORTS 

And then for Ms. Rouse, let me first thank you so much for all 
the outreach that you are doing. I understand you had a job fair; 
600 people showed up. I think your work in reaching out to the 
congressional caucuses that represent women, people of color, peo- 
ple with disabilities — socially, economically disadvantaged individ- 
uals — I think that has really taken hold. And I would just like to 
ask you how it is working. If you can, give us just a brief update 
of the outcomes of some of your efforts. 

But first to Mr. Ayers and then to Ms. Rouse. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you, Ms. Lee. 

SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAMS 

Regarding the small businesses, I think — we have two programs. 
First is for construction contracts above one million dollars. We will 
include this clause that requires contractors to recruit small busi- 
nesses; and “small businesses” under that definition include small 
disadvantaged businesses, women-owned businesses, HUBZone 
businesses. All of those are included under this umbrella heading 
of “small businesses.” 



39 


The second program we have is, we have decided to set aside all 
of our work from $5,000 to $100,000 for small businesses. Under 
that umbrella of “small businesses” we have internally set aside 
two goals, the first is 8 percent for small disadvantaged businesses 
under that umbrella. The second is 5 percent for women-owned 
businesses, again under that “small business” umbrella. Of course, 
under that are also HUBZone small businesses, veteran-owned 
small businesses, service-disabled small businesses; there are a va- 
riety of definitions from the Small Business Administration. All of 
those are under this global umbrella of “small business.” 

Ms. Lee. Okay. Thank you very much. And I will talk to you fur- 
ther about that, because I want to see how it is working, how it 
is breaking out. 

Ms. Rouse. 


APPLICANT DIVERSITY 

Ms. Rouse. Thank you. We are making some progress on the hir- 
ing front. We still have 168 positions to fill. 

The number of activities, the diversity of our applicants is amaz- 
ing. Six hundred fifty people responding to a series of ads was out- 
standing; almost 200 people showing up for interviews is just a tes- 
tament to all the hard work that has been done. 

We do have much more work that we have to do in order to fill 
these positions. Key to all of this for me — is the training of every- 
one. The ability to have welcoming, professional trained, staff is 
key. 

In the museum world, in the visitor world, the most important 
thing that can happen to a young person when they enter a build- 
ing like the Capitol is, someone smiles at them and greets them, 
because that will be the memory that they take home with them. 

So the ability for us to train and re-train our staff, on our ability 
to service, will make a tremendous difference on what people think 
about their experience. So we are dovetailing that activity with the 
same energy that we are working with our hiring. 

Ms. Lee. Great. 

VARIOUS LANGUAGE AVAILABILITY 

And also the languages that are going to be provided for in the 
interactive features of the CVC film, do you have that laid out yet? 

Ms. Rouse. There were five languages. And the minute you — I 
said that — one is Spanish, and one is Korean, and I will get back 
to you with the other two for the record. In the years going for- 
ward, I do want to be able to have multi languages available 
among our Visitor Assistants, as well as our tour guides, because 
that is going to be key to our ability to seeing ourselves as a global 
center. 

Our Web site will be live to the world, so our ability to commu- 
nicate across that will be key. 

[The information follows:] 

Question. What languages will be provided for the interactive features of the CVC 
film? 

Response. There will be five languages available in addition to English: Spanish, 
French, Italian, German, and Mandarin Chinese. The CVC Web site will be in 
English with an option to download a printable mini-guidebook in the above-men- 
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tioned languages. Audio information on the Exhibition Hall tour headsets will also 
available in English, Spanish, French, Italian, German, and Mandarin Chinese. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. Thank you, Ms. 
Lee. 


cvc website navigation concerns 

Ms. Rouse, I want to focus on the CVC Web site and the process 
that visitors would go through to book a tour. At the last hearing 
I had asked you to go back and take a look at the Web site itself, 
and particularly the home page, where it did not appear that find- 
ing where you could click to book a tour was very prominent on the 
home page. 

And for the Members, you have the mockup of the reservation 
system and the home page in your packet. 

What progress have you made in making the tour information 
more prominent on the home page, as well as my very strong sug- 
gestion that you change the wording of the buttons for contacting 
your Senator and contacting your Representative to be “contact 
your Senator for a tour” and “contact your Representative for a 
tour,” which I note you have done under group reservations; but it 
still says, “contact your Senator” or “contact your representative”, 
without tour information for individual and families. Is that just an 
oversight? 

Ms. Rouse. We have on our template, the tour information flush 
right, and we are going to make it as prominent as possible. It will 
also appear in other, different places. 

We are continuing to link into the House of Representatives, and 
the U.S. Senate web sites. We use those existing sites because they 
have the best information. That is our goal. 

Of course, the rest of it is just placement language. Under the 
tour page, the group reservations, we did change the buttons there 
to help people to be able to navigate into the system. We are still 
looking at the notion of having the same buttons under “contact 
your Senator” for the smaller groups, for the individuals that might 
be coming. 

That is where we are at the moment. Working through with our 
team. 


LACK OF WEB SITE ICON SIMILARITIES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I do not understand that answer. 

There is a difference in the wording between individual and fam- 
ily reservations and group reservations. Why wuold you not be in- 
cluding a “contact your Senator or Representative for a tour” but- 
ton on the individual and family reservation section? 

Ms. Rouse. At this moment, we were focusing primarily on the 
group reservations for doing that and trying to still firm the logis- 
tics of how that will be done for small groups, individuals and the 
families. 

So I will get back to you to let you know how we are progressing 
on that. 

[The information follows:] 
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Question. There is no indication, with individual and family reservations, a con- 
stituent can book a tour through their members. Why would you not be including 
a “contact your Senator or Representative for a tour” button on the individual and 
family reservation section? 

Response. The “button” indication system currently shown on the draft Web pages 
shown to the Subcommittee is a working format and does not best reflect the envi- 
sioned final system. The CVC Web site will provide information to potential visitors 
on how to book tours through Members’ offices, as well as the Advance Reservation 
System. The final Web site will provide clear and easy access for constituents to 
book tours through their Members’ offices. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Is there a question mark as to whether you would use that word- 
ing? Because, again, it is the strong desire of the Members of the 
House and Senate not to have people default into the advanced res- 
ervation system which, the way these three buttons are laid out, 
is what would happen when they are interested in taking a tour. 

There is nothing in the individual and family reservation section 
that would indicate that you could get a tour from the Member that 
represents you, it just says, “contact your Senator,” “contact your 
Representative.” if I want a tour, I am not interested in contacting 
my Representative or Senator, I want a reservation for a tour, 
which is the third button. 

So I do not know how to make any more clear or that the Mem- 
bers can make any more clear that you need to clearly indicate on 
the button for all the reservations and all the options that a con- 
stituent can book a tour through their Member. 

I do not understand. What is the problem? 

Ms. Rouse. I do not think there is a problem. It is just a ques- 
tion of us going through the logistics of making sure that that is 
what we can do. We know we can absolutely do it with the groups, 
and that is what we are focusing on. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Who is “we,” because it is actually 
harder for a Member’s office to give a tour to a large group because 
we have to enlist more staff to handle the ratio of staff to constitu- 
ents. It isn’t difficult at all for a Member’s office to handle a small 
group or individual family. So who is “we”? 

Ms. Rouse. The tours you are primarily talking about are staff- 
led tours. Please let me get back to you for the record and correct 
any misperception I may have given here on how we are proceeding 
with addressing the buttons. 

[The information follows:] 

Question. So I do not know how to make it any more clear or that the members 
can make any more clear that you need to clearly indicate on the button for all the 
reservations and all the options that a constituent can book a tour through their 
member. 

Response. The “button” indication system currently shown on the draft Web pages 
shown to the Subcommittee is a working format and does not best reflect the envi- 
sioned final system. The CVC Web site will provide information to potential visitors 
on how to book tours through Members’ offices, as well as the Advance Reservation 
System. The final Web site will provide clear and easy access for constituents to 
book tours through their Members’ offices. 

MAXIMIZING CONSTITUENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am getting frustrated because this 
is the third CVC oversight meeting in which I have gone back and 
forth. It might be the fourth CVC oversight hearing in which we 
have gone back and forth with you on making sure that we can 
maximize our constituents’ opportunity to take a tour of the Capitol 
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led by our staff. And it is really, I feel like I am struggling with 
you in order to be able to ensure that that can still happen. 

I shouldn’t have to go through four oversight hearings in order 
to do something as simple as ensure that our constituents can book 
a tour and know where to go and what button to click on to do 
that. 

Ms. Rouse. Madam Chair, I think it is just my inability to com- 
municate this well. As you go into “Contact your Senator,” there is 
a button that asks if you want to take a staff-led tour. So my prob- 
lem is I am having difficulty communicating what these other 
screens are. So I need to do a better job at that, and I will get back 
to you with that information. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, but before my time expires, I 
want to clearly indicate that I don’t think it should be several 
screens later. I think on the tour page, right at the beginning, it 
should indicate that you can click on that button to book a tour 
through your Member that represents you; not contact and then 
click on the button that says “Take a Tour.” I don’t know how 
much more crystal clear I can be than that. My time has expired. 

Mr. Latham. 


ACHIEVEMENTS AND CHALLENGES 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, very good. 

Going back to what Mr. Bonner said, you know, we are spending 
$621 million. We just won awards for all kinds of architecture and 
what a great, great facility this is, and it appears to me we are 
making it difficult for anyone to get there. I mean, we are doing 
everything we can to keep people as far away from it, to put them 
at a long distance hike, doing everything we can to make it 
unaccessible. I just don’t get it. I don’t think that was ever anyone’s 
thought to make things this difficult and confusing and convoluted. 

I would hope that we could find some resolution to these prob- 
lems because it doesn’t seem to me that it is going to work, and 
we are going to have a lot of people who are not going to enjoy the 
whole experience because of some of the things that maybe they 
had to go to through to get there. 

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE OPERATIONAL PLANS 

Chief, you testified last week, on a different subject, that from 
an emergency planning and preparedness standpoint and special 
operating procedures, the Capitol Police are prepared for the No- 
vember 2008 opening. And I commend you for those planning ef- 
forts. Once the permit of occupancy is issued, hopefully in July, 
what operationally will you need to do? Is there anything different 
at that point that you will need to do to be ready for the opening, 
Chief Morse? 

Chief Morse. Yes, we plan probably around 45 days to train our 
personnel: first of all acclimating them to the building; and then, 
of course, acclimating them to the technology and systems that are 
in place; and then having on-site training drills regarding evacu- 
ation, locking down the building, sheltering people, et cetera. Those 
are the preparations that we would make in line with the special 
operating procedures that were drafted. 
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Mr. Latham. Which you can’t do until you are allowed to be in 
the facility and have the permit, right? 

Chief Morse. That is right. 

CR IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL PLANS 

Mr. Latham. It kind of goes back to my normal question again, 
but your budget request includes an increase of $7.9 million for op- 
eration in the CVC and $4.9 million in overtime. Most of it, obvi- 
ously, will be in the next fiscal year. How do you handle that if we 
are in a continuing resolution as many folks believe we will be? 

Chief Morse. The impact is obviously significant, because we 
have made many attempts to save over time and redeploy our per- 
sonnel. But with 21, I believe it is 21 shy of our number to operate 
the CVC that we are asking for in, 2009; the possibility of staff- 
led tours through the tunnel is an additional 10; and with the 
opening of the new visitors experience as well as attrition, it would 
be very difficult. And it impacts our ability to provide a number of 
officers to do the job. 

My biggest concern is that we would have to backfill it with over- 
time, and working our officers extremely long hours and many days 
throughout the week becomes very stressful for them. So the im- 
pact is obviously money. The impact is obviously on our officers 
and employees. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

I am sure the chairman and I would want to work with you if 
we get into that situation. Backtracking to my earlier question, 
does anybody step back and say, we are just really trying to make 
it as hard as possible? 

Chief Morse. Well, I definitely don’t want to make it difficult. 

Mr. Latham. We are doing everything we can it seems like. 

Chief Morse. I am willing to, and I have been working with ev- 
eryone regarding the security requirements. And I think that Con- 
gressman Bonner asked for various solutions. I think we can offer 
various solutions and options to meet your concerns. 

CVC — A WELCOMING EXPERIENCE 

Ms. Rouse. I think that we will provide a much greater experi- 
ence for people. First of all, you will be able to get through eight 
different magnetometers at a rate that, right now, the Capitol Po- 
lice is not able to do, so the speed with which people can get into 
the building will improve. They will be able to get into an environ- 
ment that is air conditioned; you have benches, and you can use 
rest rooms. Part of the frustrations of visitors is often how uncom- 
fortable they are for that waiting moment. Part of our whole wel- 
coming approach is to make sure that we minimize that and they 
can get into an environment where they can get a break from it. 

We can’t control how long it takes them to walk up from Smith- 
sonian, unfortunately, but many people will be coming up from 
places like American History and Air and Space up to the Capitol. 
Once they get to us, we want to make that a welcoming experience. 
Smithsonian does a very good job of making it welcoming. So, I do 
think we need to be mindful of that. 
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As part of that, we also want to make their dwell time within 
the CVC pleasant as well, so there is a restaurant moment. There 
is a restroom moment. There is an entertainment moment. 

Mr. Latham. Is this part of the script for the day? 

Ms. Rouse. No, unfortunately. It is what we are doing, taking 
greeting 3 million people very seriously. 

Mr. Latham. The problem here, it is 100 degrees outside some- 
times in July and August, and you are making people walk a min- 
imum of four blocks in very, very adverse conditions to get to the 
place, at a minimum. I mean, that is my concern. 

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome, and I share your 
frustration as well, Mr. Latham. I really do. 

I am sorry, I am going to turn it over to you in a second, Ms. 
Lee. 

But we are now moving from the point where we have had for 
the last year our almost exclusive focus on the construction of the 
facility, which is 99 percent complete, which we have repeatedly 
and consistently for the last several hearings been able to hear a 
report, at least since November when you, the project partners, got 
together and agreed on the cost to complete and the opening date, 
and that has not shifted. It is allowing us to focus more on the lo- 
gistics of your operational plans. 

CONSTITUENT CONCERNS 

And, you know, at the end of the day, you need to understand 
that we as Members are going to bear the brunt of the criticism 
and the concern and the complaints when we have frustrated con- 
stituents who are the parents of hot, crying little kids, or senior 
citizens who are passing out from heat, or people who are frus- 
trated that they have already had to reach deep in their pockets 
to pay for the field trip to get their kids up here, and on top of that, 
now it is another dollar to put them on a circulator bus. And we 
are separating those kids and making them wait for I don’t know 
how long until they actually get to the facility. 

And you know, I know this seems harshly critical of your plans, 
and I know you have an incredible amount of experience, Ms. 
Rouse, and I have confidence that you have the ability to make this 
process smooth. 

But, Chief, I realize that the CVC is designed so that we can 
keep the Capitol secure, but the Members have always been really 
very, very mindful of not making the Capitol into a fortress. And 
that is something that I just ask that you keep in mind. 

And thank you, Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. Again, I have to associate myself with your remarks. 
I won’t go through that. 

I think bottom line is people have to feel that their experience 
was worth it and that they had a pleasant experience to be able 
to benefit from all of the good stuff that they are going to learn and 
witness. Oftentimes just the experience of getting there, going 
through whatever they are going through overrides what they real- 
ly are there to participate in. So I think that is going to be very 
important. Otherwise, it will all be for naught. 
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COST OVERRUNS AND CHANGE ORDERS 

Let me go to the subject of cost overruns and change orders. 
From what it looks like, and I have to ask you if this is the case, 
some change orders have been closed, yet there are new proposed 
change orders which almost means there is a wash in terms of ac- 
tual closing of change orders. So I would like to find out what is 
going on, what the number of outstanding proposed change orders 
are, how much, and where did you think this will land? 

And before you respond, because I wasn’t at the hearing last 
week, let me just welcome — is it Ms. Jarmon — the new Chief Ad- 
ministrative Officer of the Capitol Police. It is wonderful to see you. 
Good luck, and we are here for you. We had six hearings, I think, 
last week at the same time, so I didn’t get a chance to say “hi” to 
you, but welcome. 

Mr. Ungar. Yes, Ms. Lee, on the change orders, both the number 
and the dollar value of those over time have come down. Although, 
if you look at it in the last several months, you are absolutely cor- 
rect; the number that we were able to settle is basically about the 
same as the new ones coming in. The reason for the new ones com- 
ing in is that, even though we are 99 percent complete, we are 
identifying issues and problems as we proceed to finish the facility. 
We are having inspections by the Office of Compliance. The Fire 
Marshal is conducting his Acceptance Testing, and there are issues 
that come up there that we have to address. 

So for the next 2 months, we will probably have additional 
changes, and proposed changes coming in. We will still be settling 
the ones that we have, but we probably aren’t going to see an ap- 
preciable drop for probably the next 60 days. I suspect that, after- 
wards, we will see a drop because we will be closing out and set- 
tling more than we will be opening. 

PROPOSED CHANGE ORDER ESTIMATES 

Ms. Lee. What do you think the dollar amounts of the new pro- 
posed changes are? 

Mr. Ungar. Right now the dollar value of the proposed changes 
is roughly under $30 million. However, when we look at that, about 
four of those proposed change orders account for over a half of that 
dollar amount. And secondly 

Ms. Lee. These are for what, what are they for? 

Mr. Ungar. Well, could I provide that information? 

[The information follows:] 

Question. What four proposed change orders account for about half of the slightly 
under $30 million in proposed change orders that are currently open for the CVC 
project? 

Response. [Clerk’s Note: This information is procurement sensitive and will be kept 
in committee files for a limited period of time.] 

Ms. Lee. Sure. 

Mr. Ungar. These are procurement-related issues. I would rath- 
er not say publicly, but we can get you that information. 

The other point I would like to make is that most of those, how- 
ever, of the new ones or the ones we haven’t settled are under 
$20,000. Historically, about 30 percent of those that we have got 
don’t go through; they are rejected or voided. So we probably won’t 
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be seeing all of that $30 million come to fruition in contrast modi- 
fication. 

Ms. Lee. Just for the record, the Chair has informed me that the 
change orders are within the $621 million. 

Mr. Ungar. Correct, yes. 

Ms. Lee. So we are not talking about anything above that? 

Mr. Ungar. Right. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I just wanted to make sure we have 
that clear. 


CANNON TUNNEL AND STAFF-LED TOURS 

The only other question I have relates to the Cannon tunnel, the 
issue of staff-led tours, and I know you have included in your budg- 
et request, Chief, an additional 10 officers in the event that Con- 
gress does decide to continue to use the tunnels, which would be 
much to your dismay, I recognize, for staff-led tours. Is your plan 
designed, in the event that Congress does decide to do that with 
those 10 officers, that pretty much we would utilize the tunnels in 
the event of inclement weather, whether it is too hot or raining or 
something like that? Or is that plan just in general that we would 
switch to a main CVC entrance as well as a utilization of both tun- 
nels? 

Chief Morse. I think that the plan would be to utilize both and 
certainly the tunnels for inclement weather and situations not con- 
ducive to people standing outside or whatever. 

TUNNEL CHALLENGES AND CONCERNS 

The only concern I have with the tunnels, and I have expressed 
this before, is that they are very tight. The air flow is poor. The 
lighting conditions are poor. And it is very difficult to evacuate or 
help people in that type of environment. It is not very welcoming. 
It is not a situation that many like to be in. 

So, with the front entrance of the CVC being so grand and open, 
and obviously the technology there to screen a very high volume of 
people, it is optimum. But we realize that there are concerns and 
assumptions may change. And I think, from the beginning, we have 
planned out various assumptions that could change and if we need- 
ed people or resources to get that done, so we put the 10 in the 
2009 budget in the event that that were to occur. 

The only other challenge we have, and this is regarding the CR, 
was not being able to hire those folks and have them trained in 
time to do that service. So that was why it would require CVC en- 
trance and the overtime. 

OPERATIONS PLANS FOR INCLEMENT WEATHER 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I understand. Just to make a note, 
that decision has not been made by our leadership yet. As far as 
whether or not the main CVC entrance would be used exclusively 
or if we would use, all of the time or part-time for inclement weath- 
er, the Russell and Cannon tunnels. Correct? 

Chief Morse. That is correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Nothing further. 
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Chair’s Closing Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, this has been an informative 
hearing. I am glad we were able to air a lot of the concerns, be- 
cause that is the only way we will be able to make sure that the 
CVC, when it does open, that we have this most smooth and effi- 
cient and exciting opening and then beginning phase of the CVC 
as possible, because as beautiful as it is and as much time and ef- 
fort and money that have gone into building it, we don’t want to 
have reports from constituents who walk away frustrated and/or 
who arrive in the CVC grouchy and in a bad mood to start with 
and less open to the experience. We have all been through that 
when we have been in various vacation situations; no vacation is 
perfect. We would like to have the CVC be part of the perfection 
of someone’s vacation. 

Mr. Latham. Never in Florida, though. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Of course, never in Florida. That is 
right. 


HOMEWORK — PAVER DAMAGE 

I do want to focus in terms of the homework, Mr. Ayers, on pav- 
ers, because we talked about the damage to the pavers on the East 
Front Plaza at a number of our hearings so far, and today GAO 
noted in its statement that substantial rework may be required to 
prevent further damage. There are a few features of the Capitol 
Visitor Center Project that are going to be more visible than the 
new plaza, so I want to make sure you have a well-thought-out 
plan to address the damage to the pavers. 

With that in mind, by May 30th, I would like the Architect of the 
Capitol to submit its plan for repairing the plaza pavers moving 
forward. This plan should include a general schedule for these re- 
pairs; an explanation of how you will ensure the repairs don’t im- 
pact the Presidential inauguration; and a general outline — we are 
not looking for chapter and verse here — but a general outline of 
what will need to be done to address the situation. So if you could 
provide that to us by May 30th. 

And with that, the subcommittee stands in recess subject to the 
call of the Chair. 
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Hearing on the Capitol Visitor Center 
April 15, 2008 at 1:30 PM 
Rayburn 2359 

Additional Assignment from the Chair 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz, Chair 


We’ve talked about the damage to the pavers on the East Front plaza at a 
number of our hearings so far, and today GAO noted in its statement that 
substantial rework may be required to prevent further damage. There are 
few features of the Capitol Visitor Center project that are going to be more 
visible than the new plaza, so I want to make sure you have a well thought 
out plan in place to address the damage to the pavers. With that in mind, by 
May 30 th I would like the Architect of the Capitol to submit its plan for 
repairing the plaza pavers moving forward. This plan should include a 
general schedule for these repairs, an explanation of how you will ensure the 
repairs don’t impact the Presidential Inauguration, and a general outline of 
what will need to be done to address the situation. 


Response: [Clerk 's Note: This information will be kept in committee files 
for a limited period of time.] 
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Hearing on the Capitol Visitor Center 
April 15, 2008 at 1:30 PM 
Rayburn 2359 

Questions for the Record 
Mr. Tom Udall 


Landscaping 

Mr. Ayers, I know that we haven’t discussed the landscaping associated with the project at 
length, so I would like to know how it is going. 

Question. Are the landscaping projects on schedule? Will they also be finished by 
opening day? 

Response. When the CVC is completed, the East Front of the Capitol and its Grounds 
will more closely resemble the 1874 Frederick Law Olmsted vision than is true of the grounds as 
they existed before construction began. The new plaza will provide visitors with places to sit 
and enjoy views of the Capitol. Reflecting pools surround two large skylights and compliment 
the original Olmsted fountains, which have been dormant since the 1970s, but are now fully 
operational. 

Major portions of the landscaping associated with the Capitol Visitor Center project has already 
been completed (sidewalk installation, sod placement and plantings, restoration of the House and 
Senate Triangles, and the planting of new tulip poplars at the entrance to the CVC last year). 
The landscaping between the CVC main entrances and First Street, NE/SE will be completed 
before the CVC opens to the public. In addition, the landscape plantings for the House and 
Senate “eggs” will be completed by the AOC’s Capitol Grounds Division this fall, and they will 
be responsible for maintaining the East Front Grounds, along with the rest of Capitol Grounds, as 
the areas are restored. 


It is my understanding that trees that were on the premises were removed for construction, and 
some were to be returned to the grounds as the project is completed. 

Question. Have any of these been returned successfully to the East Front of the Capitol? 
How about those that were kept on the complex during construction? Have you been able to 
retain their health? 

Response. The Capitol Visitor Center project was carefully conceived and designed to 
keep impacts to the Grounds to a minimum. As a result, the trees within the construction 
footprint are healthy and doing well as a result of our preservation measures, described below. 

In an effort to preserve the historic landscape of the East Capitol Grounds during construction of 
the Capitol Visitor Center, tree preservation experts were hired to monitor and protect the more 
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than 300 trees near the project area. To enhance the trees’ ability to survive the stress of nearby 
construction, crews pruned and treated each tree with special fertilizers and they aerated and 
mulched the soil around each tree. In addition, a new irrigation system was installed in the 
ground and a canopy misting system was installed in the canopies of those trees nearest to the 
project perimeter so that construction dust could be washed off leaves as necessary. Finally, 
several memorial trees in the project footprint were dug out and relocated to safe locations 
elsewhere on the East Capitol Grounds. 

Trees that are in close proximity to the site of the Capitol Visitor Center construction are 
protected by some or all of the measures described below, depending on the extent of the impact 
of construction: 

• Tree protection fencing and signage surround all trees in the project limit protecting 
them from construction and public intrusion; 

• Special fertilizing to feed the trees so they can store energy; 

• Root pruning in areas where construction and utility corridors impinge upon a trees root 
zone; 

• Root biostimulants and root wetting agents to promote root growth and keep the roots 
moist; 

• Vertical mulching to relieve soil compaction, whether it is existing or caused by 
construction; 

• Mulching around the trees to help keep the ground moisture fairly constant; 

• Root aeration matting to resist compaction by heavy equipment in areas such as site 
access roads and staging areas; 

• Temporary sprinklers to keep trees watered and using tensiometers to monitor soil 
moisture and keep it at an optimum level; 

• Canopy misters to allow washing down of the trees foliage when dust drifts from 
construction. 

Of the 68 trees that were removed to clear the project footprint for construction, more than 75 
percent of them were old and in serious decline. For example, most of the tulip poplars lining 
East Capitol Street were nearly 70 percent hollow and would have soon posed a serious safety 
hazard for people walking below. When the new landscape is completed, 85 new trees will be 
planted, 17 more than were removed. Of the 13 memorial trees within the project footprint, eight 
were successfully transplanted. The other five were deemed too sick or old to survive the stress 
of a transplant. In all 13 cases however, arborists took cuttings from the original memorial trees 
so that the direct offspring of those trees could be planted on the East Capitol Grounds. We also 
relocated nine non-memorial trees from the construction footprint. Last year, a new memorial 
tree was planted on the East Front, and another will be planted there later this spring. 
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Change Orders 

In your testimony, you state that most new change orders are coming in below $10,000. 

Question. How many change orders are currently outstanding? What is the average length 
of time that a change order has been outstanding? 

Response. Currently, there are approximately 370 open proposed change orders, of which 
approximately 65 have been settled and are in the process of being converted into a contract 
modification. 

For the 770 proposed change orders that have been closed through mid-March 2008, under 
Sequence 2 of the CVC project, the average proposed change order was open for about 1 60 days. 
This includes proposed change orders that have been accepted and converted into a contract 
modification. It is important to note that proposed change orders are typically opened 
immediately when an indication arises that the Government may be exposed to additional costs. 
This is done largely to identify potential budgetary implications and allow for the reservation of 
funds, if deemed appropriate at the time. When a proposed change is deemed to be necessary, it 
usually takes some time to establish the scope of work and a Government estimate of the cost, 
obtain a proposal from the construction contractor, reach agreement with the contractor on the 
terms of the modification, and execute the modification to the contract. Furthermore, when a 
change is needed, the timing of the new work varies. In some cases it is needed immediately. In 
other cases, the actual work may not be needed for some time. Situations also exist in which 
work must begin before a contract modification can be fully executed. In these cases, we 
authorize the work to begin pending execution of the formal contract modification. 

Advanced Reservation System 

Ms. Rouse, I have some more questions on the Advanced Reservation System. We have talked a 
lot about the website and I am sure that as the internet based reservation system is put in place, 
many people will be able to take advantage and avoid the lines once they get to the CVC. 
However, in my district, the digital divide is a real thing and many of my constituents do not 
have internet access readily available. 

Question. My question is about the process in place for those that do not have internet 
access or cannot make an advanced registration. 1 want to be sure that there will continue to be a 
system in place for those who cannot access the website. Do you have plans in place on how to 
accommodate those people, whether it is other ways to schedule a visit through your office or 
sufficient staff to address people who don’t make an advanced reservation? 

Response. There is currently a phone system operated by the Capitol Guide Service that 
allows potential visitors to call for information about visiting the U.S. Capitol. This phone 
system will be modified to enable tourists to request advance tour reservations. Visitors also will 
be able to make reservations at the Capitol Visitor Center or at any of the kiosks. Visitors will 
continue to be able to call or visit their Member’s district or Washington, D.C. office to request 
tours. 




Wednesday, May 7, 2008. 


TESTIMONY OF INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 


NATIONAL FEDERATION OF THE BLIND 

WITNESS 

JOHN G. PARE, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR STRATEGIC INITIA- 
TIVES, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF THE BLIND 

Opening Remarks — Chair 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good morning. I would like to call the 
meeting to order of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee on the 
House Committee on Appropriations. This morning we are here for 
our annual public witness hearing. It is an opportunity for the staff 
or employees of our legislative branch agencies and organizations 
that are served by them to provide us with input on a variety of 
issues, some related to the appropriations process and others clear- 
ly related to the internal workings of the agency. But we provide 
this opportunity so that we don’t only hear exclusively from the 
leadership of the agencies. 

I look forward to hearing the testimony of each of the people 
coming forward. And Mr. Latham, if you have anything. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Latham 

Mr. Latham. Yes. I just wanted to thank the chairman for ac- 
commodating my schedule this morning. I appreciate that very 
much and I look forward to hearing the testimony. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No problem. You are welcome. You 
have accommodated mine. 

Okay. So with that I would like to welcome our first witness, who 
is already at the table, Mr. John Pare, who is the Executive Direc- 
tor of Strategic Initiatives at the National Federation of the Blind. 

Mr. Pare, your full statement will be in the record. Please pro- 
ceed with your 5-minute summary. And I will ask each person who 
testifies to strictly limit yourself to 5 minutes because we have 
many people who wish to testify today. 

Mr. Pare. 


Opening Statement — John Pare 

Mr. Pare. Absolutely. Thank you, Madam Chair. My name is 
John Pare, and I am the Executive Director of Strategic Initiatives 
at the National Federation of the Blind. 

(53) 
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TALKING BOOKS DIGITAL CONVERSION 

On behalf of blind Americans, the National Federation of the 
Blind urges you to fully fund the transition from obsolete cassette 
technology to digital talking books over a 4-year period. If the con- 
version to digital books is extended from 4 years to 6 years, the Li- 
brary of Congress has said that hundreds of thousands of Ameri- 
cans will not have access to new books for up to 3 years. Twenty- 
seven percent fewer books will be available during the transition 
period and 1.7 million books will be permanently lost. 

Imagine blind high school students not having access to new 
books for the entire time they are in high school. Imagine blind 
parents not having access to new books about infants until their 
child is no longer an infant. Imagine older Americans not having 
access to new medical information until it is too late to use the in- 
formation. This is what the current 6-year transition will do to the 
blind of our Nation. 

This is no small matter. It affects the lives, the futures and the 
destinies of an entire class of human beings. One of the most com- 
mon experiences encountered by any blind person is being told to 
wait. The lives of blind people are important, yes, but not as impor- 
tant as something else. Wait, we will get to you. We will get to you 
as soon as the current emergency has come to an end. We will get 
to you as soon as the other priorities have been met. We will get 
to you as soon as the other important things have been managed. 
Wait. 

Is it any wonder that sometimes blind people feel as if something 
needs to be done now? Is it any wonder that blind people have 
trouble understanding why everything else seems to be so impor- 
tant but our lives can be conveniently moved to the back burner? 
Is it any wonder that when the National Library Service deter- 
mines that a modest sum is needed to give us literacy, that we feel 
betrayed by public officials who tell us that one more time we must 
wait. 

Literacy has meant that blind people have capacity, but it has 
an even greater significance. The literacy of blind people is a mech- 
anism for the blind to gain inspiration and hope. We read about 
what others have done and we imagine that we could do likewise. 
A book in the hand today frequently means an act of courage in 
the future. 

This is what literacy has meant to us. More reading, more recre- 
ation, more participation in community activities, more education, 
more employment, more contemplation of a brighter tomorrow, 
more building, and more joy. 

On March 19, 2008, 87 of your colleagues wrote to urge you to 
fund the transition over a 4-year period. Madam Chair, time is 
running out. The Library has already distributed the last new cas- 
sette player needed to play the special four-track cassettes. Equal- 
ity is not something that can be dispensed with in times of fiscal 
austerity. Equal opportunity and equal access to information is 
fundamental to our democracy and our American way of life. 
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Madam Chair, the blind of this Nation urge you to fund the tran- 
sition from obsolete cassette technology to digital talking books 
over a 4-year period. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement, disclosure form, and resume of Mr. 
Pare follow:] 
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Statement of the National Federation of the Blind 
Before the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

May 7, 2008 

Madam Chair, my name is John G. Pare, Jr. I am the Executive Director for 
Strategic Initiatives at the National Federation of the Blind. My address is 1800 
Johnson Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21230; my telephone is (410) 659-9314, 
extension 2227. 

I am testifying here today on behalf of the National Federation of the Blind. I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee and to comment on the 
Talking Book program of the National Library Service for the Blind and Physically 
Handicapped of the Library of Congress (NLS). 

The National Federation of the Blind is the largest organization of blind people in 
the United States. Founded in 1940, the Federation has over 50,000 members 
representing a cross-section of the blind of America from all fifty states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. All of our leaders and the vast majority of 
our members are blind. We are consumers of the NLS program. 

Within the walls of the Library of Congress originates the only comprehensive 
collection of scholarly and literary material available to the nation’s blind 
population. The blind of America do not have access to this nation’s seventeen 
thousand public libraries or its abundance of booksellers. If a blind student is 
working on a paper about the War of 1812, that student cannot go to his local 
library for research; he must contact his regional NLS library to receive books on 
that subject. An elderly blind person, who may well be confined to her home by 
other disabilities, cannot rely on the local library’s Bookmobile or on friends and 
family to bring her reading material; she must get it from the Library of Congress. 
The blind lawyer looking for a comprehensive analysis of Supreme Court 
jurisprudence on the search and seizure provisions of the Fourth Amendment to 
the United States Constitution cannot get that information from the public library, 
or even from the law library located in the local courthouse or law school. The 
blind programmer or Web site developer looking for tips on the latest techniques 
to create cutting-edge software or Web sites will not find what is needed in the 
computing section of the local library or bookstore. Blind Americans who are 
involved in civic life and are attempting to follow the latest developments in the 
public sphere cannot go to the local newsstand to get that information. All of 
these people rely instead on the books and magazines provided through the 
National Library Service for the Blind and Physically Handicapped. This single 
public library serves nearly 800,000 people-including 76,414 patrons in Florida, 
65,480 in California, 34,632 in Illinois, 15,696 in Maryland, 13,865 in Minnesota, 
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11,275 in Iowa, 9,676 in Alabama, and 4,048 in New Mexico-and the number 
that it must serve will continue to grow as the population ages. 

As the members of this subcommittee are well aware, the Library of Congress 
now relies on obsolete technology to deliver reading material to the blind. The 
cassette tape, which has been the primary medium for Talking Books since the 
demise of the phonograph record, is disappearing, and the last specialized 
cassette machine (which plays tapes at half normal speed to minimize the 
number of cassettes needed for each book and to protect copyright holders as 
required by law) rolled off the assembly line over a year ago. The Library of 
Congress must convert its existing collection to and produce new books in a 
digital format. Toward that end, the Library of Congress requested an annual 
appropriation of $19.1 million for each of the four fiscal years beginning in fiscal 
2008 to complete the digital transition. For fiscal 2008, this appropriations 
request was denied, and the Library of Congress was given only $12.5 million for 
the digital Talking Book program. Madame Chair, you have indicated that this 
amount will not change for fiscal 2009 or for any subsequent fiscal year. This 
means that the digital transition will take six or more years. 

The original four-year transition plan devised by the Library of Congress was 
designed to prevent disruptions in service to the program’s patrons. If the Library 
of Congress is forced to implement a six-year plan instead, many patrons will 
experience either a disruption in their service or a complete halt to it. The 
inventory of new cassette machines at the Library of Congress has already been 
exhausted, so patrons will now only receive refurbished machines. These 
machines will not last as long as new machines, and it is uncertain how long 
parts will be available to repair them when they break down. It is very likely that 
many patrons will find that their cassette machines have ceased to function long 
before a new digital Talking Book machine can be provided to them. 

The situation with regard to the availability of cassette machines is bad, but 
matters are even worse than that. Because it is the only public library-as well as 
the only newsstand-available to blind Americans, the Library of Congress does 
its best to provide a comprehensive collection of reading material in all literary 
genres and on all conceivable subjects. Even so, the NLS can only produce 
about two thousand titles a year (and at maximum about a thousand copies of 
each title), representing less than 1 percent of the books published annually. If 
full funding for the digital transition is not restored, however, the NLS will have to 
reduce the number of digital books it can produce in four years from 4.8 million to 
only 3.5 million-a reduction of 27 percent. Imagine the outrage that would be 
sparked in a community if a public library simply burned a quarter of the books it 
possessed, or cut its annual book-buying budget with the result that the number 
of books purchased were reduced by such a factor. At least in that situation, the 
public could travel to another library or make use of the local bookseller; the blind 
have no such option. To reduce the already meager number of books that the 
NLS produces by 27 percent is unconscionable. 
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The problems NLS patrons will experience do not stop with broken cassette 
players and fewer books. At the end of fiscal 2010, the Library of Congress will 
cease production of cassette copies of books in order to focus its limited 
resources on putting the rest of the collection into digital form. At that time, 
however, half of the program’s patrons will not have received digital Talking Book 
players yet, according to the most optimistic scenario provided by the Library of 
Congress. It may be another three years before many of those patrons receive a 
digital Talking Book player. Thus, according to the Library of Congress’s own 
estimates, perhaps as many as 400,000 library patrons will not be able to receive 
any new titles at all from the end of fiscal 2010 until possibly the end of fiscal 
2013. Those patrons will only have access to the books contained in the 
historical cassette collection-assuming, of course, that they still have a working 
tape player on which to play them, which is not at all a safe assumption. 
Furthermore, the Library of Congress plans ultimately to reduce the number of 
cassette copies of titles produced in each fiscal year of the digital transition by 80 
percent (from approximately a thousand copies of each book to around two 
hundred) before cassette production finally stops on September 30, 2010. This 
means that patrons who are still relying on cassette books may not even be able 
to obtain a copy of the book they want from the cassette collection because there 
may not be enough copies of that book in circulation. Finally, given the 27 
percent reduction in digital Talking Books that will be produced as a result of the 
cuts in funding, even patrons who have new digital Talking Book players will 
have access to fewer books to play on them. 

In short, Madame Chair, the reduction in appropriations for the digital Talking 
Book program will quickly snowball from a minor inconvenience to a complete 
halt to service for at least half of the patrons of the Talking Book program. For 
these patrons, the door to the only public library to which they have access will 
be barred for three years or even longer. 

Madame Chair, the National Federation of the Blind is well aware that this 
subcommittee must fund many projects, and that there are even other funding 
needs within the Library of Congress. But even in a time of austerity, it is 
unacceptable for this subcommittee to slash the budget of a unique program that 
serves a population having no other source of reading material. Among the 
many priorities this subcommittee must consider, the National Federation of the 
Blind submits that maintaining the only link that most blind Americans have to 
literacy, information, and productivity is crucial. 

On March 19, 2008, eighty-seven of your Congressional colleagues wrote this 
committee and said, “We urge you to fully fund the digital Talking Book Program 
through the allocation of $19.1 million for this purpose in FY 2009, as well as the 
restoration of the $6.6 million left out of the FY 2008 request." 
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The National Federation of the Blind is not asking this subcommittee to restore 
full funding to the Talking Book program out of sympathy for the blind, but rather 
out of a sense of fairness and the belief that all Americans should have equal 
opportunity. Literacy and access to information are not luxuries that can be 
dispensed with in a difficult fiscal environment; they are the tools that are 
essential for success and productivity. Cutting funding for the only public library 
service available to the blind is equivalent to saying that the blind have no need 
for education, professional development, civic participation, and intellectual 
stimulation. This funding cut isolates the blind from meaningful participation in 
American culture and society. If the leaders of this nation-including the 
members of this subcommittee-truly believe that literacy, knowledge, and 
education are important for all Americans, then you cannot and must not allow 
blind Americans to be denied access to those tools. Thank you. 
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Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 

Witness Disclosure Requirement - “Truth in Testimony” 
Required by House Rule XI, Clause 2(g) 


1 . Are you testifying on behalf of a Federal, State, or Local 

Yes 

No 

Governmental entity? 


X 

2. Are you testifying on behalf of an entity other than a Government 

Yes 

No 

entity? 

X 



Your Name: John G. Pare, Jr. 


3. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any federal grants or contracts 
(including subgrants or subcontracts) which you have received since October 1, 1996: 
None 


4. Other than yourself, please list what entity or entities you are representing: 
National Federation of the Blind 


5. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any offices or elected positions 
held or briefly describe your representational capacity with the entities disclosed in 
question number 4: 

Mr. Pare is the Executive Director for Strategic Initiatives at the National Federation of 
the Blind. He was designated by the President of the National Federation of the Blind to 
represent the organization at this hearing. 


6. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, do any of the entities Yes No 

disclosed in question number 4 have parent organizations, subsidiaries, X 

or partnerships to the entities for whom you are not representing? 


7. If the answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any federal grants or contracts 
(including subgrants or subcontracts) which were received by the entities listed under 
question number 4 since October 1, 1996, including the source and amount of each 
grant or contract: 

Please see attached document. 


Signature: 


4/29/08 


Please attach this sheet and your CVtfresume) to your written testimony. 
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FEDERAL GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 


Braille Certification Training 

Agency: Library of Congress 
2007; $441,596.70 

Braille Training for Rehabilitation Personnel 

Agency: U.S. Department of Education 
2000 ; $ 100,000 
2001; $100,000 
2002; $100,000 
2003; $100,000 
2004; $100,000 


Excel 

Agency: National Aeronautics Space Administration 
2005; $80,000 
2006; $248,899.68 

Handheld Electronic Reader for the Blind 

Agency: Department of Education 
2004; $149,500 
2005; $992,000 

Help America Vote Act 

Agency: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

2004; $70,000 

2005; $95,000 

2006; $86,694.54 

2007; $65,000 

Job Opportunities for the Blind 

Agency: U.S. Department of Labor 

1996; $238,000.00 

1997; $238,000.00 

1998; $498,000.00 

1999; $498,000.00 

2000; $498,000.00 
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Jobline 

Agency: U.S. Department of Labor 

1998; $3,000,000 

2002; $1,500,000 

2003; $750,000 

2004; $200,000 

2005; $180,000 

2006; $119,209.22 

2007; $150,804.34 

Mentoring for Transition Aged Youth 

Agency: U.S. Department of Education 
2005; $252,857 
2006; $273,344 
2007; $341,993.77 

NASA Video 

Agency: National Aeronautics Space Administration 
2005; $80,000 

National Research and Training Institute for the Blind 

Agency: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
2002; $500,000 
2003; $201,184 
2004; $350,000 

NCBYS 

Agency: National Aeronautics Space Administration 
2007; $282,521.70 

NEWSLINE: Development and Implementation of National Electronic 
Newspaper Service 

Agency: Institute of Museum and Library Services 
2001; $4,000,000 

NEWSLINE Telecommunications 

Agency: Library of Congress 
2003; $993,000 
2005; $198,000 
2006; $396,000 

Web Portal 

Agency: National Science Foundation 
2005; $17,641.97 
2006; $93,287.23 
2007; $8,643.71 
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John G. Pare Jr. 

Executive Director for Strategic Initiatives 
National Federation of the Blind 
1800 Johnson Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21230 
E-mail: jpare@nfb.org 

Telephone: (410) 659-9314, extension 2227 


WORK EXPERIENCE 


July 2007 to Present 

Executive Director for Strategic Initiatives 

National Federation of the Blind 

Mr. Pare oversees the continuing growth of NFB- 
NEWSLINE®, the largest electronic newspaper service in the 
world, and the Federation’s national Governmental Affairs, 
Outreach, and Public Relations offices. He has testified 
before the House of Representatives, Committee on 
Appropriations, Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
regarding library services for blind Americans. He has also 
appeared on CNN, Fox, BBC, and various radio programs to 
discuss issues affecting blind Americans. 

May 2006 to July 2007 
Director of Public Relations 
National Federation of the Blind 

Mr. Pare was responsible for the national publicity campaign 
for the Kurzweil-National Federation of the Blind Reader. He 
coordinated over 500 newspaper articles, 100 television 
clips, and represented the National Federation of the Blind 
on Good Morning America with Diane Sawyer. 



64 


April 2004 to May 2006 

Director of Sponsored Technology Programs 

National Federation of the Blind 

Mr. Pare was responsible for technical management and 
national outreach for the NFB-NEWSLINE® program. He 
coordinated partnerships with Associated Press, AARP, and 
Tribune Media services resulting in a dramatic increase in 
content. 

September 2001 to April 2004 

Investment analysis and portfolio management 

Tampa, Florida 

Mr. Pare reviewed three to five companies per week, 
analyzing their 10-Q (SEC quarterly report), 10-K (SEC 
annual report), and recent press releases. He prepared 
spreadsheet financial models to determine future earnings 
potential and present fair value of stocks. 

1994 to September 2001 

E-MASS, Inc. / ADIC, Inc., Arlington, Virginia 

In 1994 Mr. Pare was transferred from Garland, Texas to 
Arlington, Virginia and promoted to Government Sales 
Manager. In 1998 Advanced Digital Information Corporation 
(ADIC) purchased E-MASS and Mr. Pare was promoted to 
United States Vertical Markets Sales Manager and was 
responsible for Government, Oil and Gas, and Entertainment 
Media sales. His responsibilities included sales 
management, sales presentations, quote review and final 
negotiations. 


1986 to 1994 


2 
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E-Systems, Inc., Garland, Texas 

Mr. Pare joined E-Systems as a senior engineer responsible 
for specialized computer design and programming. He was 
one of the lead designers as well as a technical manager. 
Over time he became more specialized in computer mass 
storage and was responsible for customer presentations. In 
1992, E-Systems spun off the mass storage portion of the 
company and created a wholly owned subsidiary called E- 
MASS, Inc. By this time Mr. Pare had moved out of his 
purely technical position and was responsible for technical 
pre-sales operations. His job included preparing and 
delivering technical presentations along with specific 
customer proposals. His major customers included the 
Department of Defense, NASA Goddard Space Flight 
Center, and Mobil Oil. 

1984 to 1986 

Harris Corporation, Melbourne, Florida 

Mr. Pare worked as a senior engineer doing specialized 
computer programming and design. Mr. Pare contributed to 
several government proposals and traveled to the 
Washington, D.C. area for technical presentations. 

VOLUNTEER EXPERIENCE 


American Action Fund for Blind Children and Adults 
Member of the Board of Directors, November 2007 to present 

National Federation of the Blind, second vice president of the Greater 
Baltimore Chapter, November 2005 to present. 

National Federation of the Blind, treasurer of the Tampa Chapter, 
September 2003 to March 2004. 


3 
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Visually-impaired persons support group, president, Tampa, March 
2003 to March 2004. 

Society of St. Vincent de Paul Food Pantry, manager, January 2003 
to March 2004. 

Tampa Museum of Art, board member of the Friends of the Arts. 


EDUCATION 


M.S., Computer and Information Science, University of 
Florida, 1984 

B.S., Computer and Information Science, University of 
Florida, 1982 


4 
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BOOKS FOR THE BLIND FUNDING 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Pare. I do 
think it is important to note that the blind community is certainly 
not left out in the cold by any stretch of the imagination in our bill. 
There was $67 million in blind services funding in the FY 2008 
Legislative Branch Appropriations bill. 

In addition to that, the Library itself has only requested $12.5 
million, keeping with their feeling that the implementation of this 
program over 6 years would not cause the blind community to suf- 
fer a significant reduction in services. And I have a tremendous 
amount of respect for your leadership and for your leadership of 
your organization. But this organization and every agency and 
every organization that is served by this legislative branch bill 
needs to recognize that we are in the tightest of budget cir- 
cumstances. We are very likely going to have to carry $126 million 
appropriation for the tunnels that we have to abate asbestos. This 
is not a matter of telling you to wait. You are not going to be re- 
quired to wait. You will continue to receive those services and get 
expanded services. We may just have to implement them over a 
longer period of time. 

So I appreciate your comments, and I am certainly supportive. 
We are going to do everything we can to implement this program 
over the shortest period of time. Mr. Latham. 

ALTERNATE ACCESS 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, and thank you for your testimony. If, 
in fact, this happens and the Library winds down its production of 
cassette copies, which I think, in your testimony you talked about 
the effect that that would have. Is there any other place where you 
can have access to books on cassettes? I understand that, according 
to your testimony, that you are going to lose probably several years’ 
worth of new books. Is there anyplace else that has those available 
or 

Mr. Pare. No. There is a fraction of books available for purchase 
from bookstores. If you go into a Barnes & Noble, there will be a 
few bookshelves with books on cassette and maybe thousands of 
print bookshelves. But one of the biggest things is, there are 17,000 
public libraries in the United States. I believe it is fundamental 
that every American has the right and the ability to go get print 
books at one of these 17,000 libraries. 

The blind of this Nation only have one library provided by the 
Library of Congress. For us to get the equivalent — now the Library 
of Congress only makes 1 percent of all print books available to 
begin with. And we have a chart that has been made public, and 
it indicates that there are going to be years where blind people, if 
we extend the 6 years, blind people won’t have access to new books 
for a matter of years. And I urge the committee to consider what 
an impact that would be if you had no access to books for years. 
That is something that is not right for blind Americans. 

Mr. Latham. How many people would this affect? 

Mr. Pare. There are 800,000 patrons in the United States, and 
approximately half will be affected by the delay in not having ac- 
cess to new books. 
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Mr. Latham. About 400,000. Okay. Thank you. 

BILLINGTON LETTER 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. At this time I would 
ask unanimous consent to enter into the record a letter that I re- 
ceived last June 21, 2007 from Dr. Billington, the Librarian of Con- 
gress. 

So I will reiterate that we are going to work diligently towards 
implementing this program as quickly as possible but the Librarian 
himself has put forward a reasonable proposal that will allow us 
to implement this and not do it to the exclusion of everything else 
that we have to do in this bill. And I can assure you that I and 
the rest of the Members of the committee are committed to trying 
to make sure that we can implement this program in the shortest 
possible time frame. 

Mr. LaHood. 

[Dr. Billington’s letter follows:] 
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THE LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS 


June 21, 2007 


Dear Madam Chair. 

We appreciate the support the committees have shown regarding the Digital 
Talking Book Program. Our great hope is that we can receive S15 million over five years. 
However, at the House funding level of $12.5 million, we can begin the additional work as 
outlined by the GAO report and make significant strides toward achieving the goals of 
converting cassettes to digital books. 


With best wishes, 


Sincerely, 



The Librarian of Congress 


The Honorable Debbie Wasserman Schultz 
Chairwoman 

House Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appropriations 
U. S. House of Representatives 
H-147 Capitol 
Washington, DC 20515 


101 Independence Avenue, S.E. Washington, DC 20540-1000 Tel: (202) 707-5205 Fax:(202)707-1714 E-mail: libofc@ioc.gov 
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FUNDING FOR BOOKS FOR THE BLIND — CONTINUED 

Mr. LaHood. I apologize for being late. Madam Chair, we spoke 
about this in another hearing. And so what I am going to do is take 
you at your word on this. And I know that during the markup that 
we had last year this became a disputed item. And I believe that 
you are committed to this. And I think that the people that are 
gathered in this room today who feel very passionate about this 
issue should know that I think the chairperson of this committee 
is committed. She has told me that on a number of occasions, both 
publicly and privately, and I believe that is the case. And I am not 
going to say any more about it because I am trusting that you will 
follow through. 

Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. LaHood. 
Thank you, Mr. Pare. 

Mr. Pare. Thank you. 


CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION 

WITNESS 

DENNIS M. ROTH, PRESIDENT, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH EMPLOY- 
EES ASSOCIATION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next we will hear from Mr. Dennis 
Roth, the President of the Congressional Research Employees Asso- 
ciation. Mr. Roth, your full statement will be in the record, and you 
can proceed with your 5-minute statement. 

Opening Statement — Mr. Roth 

Mr. Roth. Good morning. Madam Chair, Representative Latham 
and members of the subcommittee, my name is Dennis Roth, Presi- 
dent of the Congressional Research Employees Association, the 
union representing over 500 employees of the Congressional Re- 
search Service. Let me begin by stating that progress has been 
made between CREA and library management, including that of 
CRS, to develop a more cooperative relationship. As a result, we 
have resolved more of our problems internally and have not had to 
result to litigation. We thank you for your efforts to improve labor 
management relations at the Library. However, issues do remain. 

FLEXIBLE work arrangements 

In his written testimony the CRS Director stated that he was 
committed to doing his best to attract and retain expert staff, in- 
cluding those hired as part of the CRS succession initiative. We 
find this retention commitment lacking. CRS must provide more 
flexible work arrangements. It is becoming more difficult for staff 
who want to start a family or care for elderly parents to be granted 
part-time status. An effort a couple months ago to job share an an- 
alyst position to accommodate a mother-to-be was canceled by the 
Director because CRS did not have a job share policy. We are still 
waiting for a decision. 

Even though we negotiated a policy and procedures for working 
offsite episodically, the Director later added conditions that made 
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it virtually impossible for staff to take advantage of it. This even 
includes staff suffering from permanent or temporary medical con- 
ditions. Many staff work outside their normal working hours with- 
out any opportunity to receive comp time or comparable time off 
with credit hours. The CRS bargaining unit staff are the only staff 
in the entire Library of Congress denied the opportunity to earn 
credit hours. 


SUPERVISOR RESTRUCTURING 

The Director also stated that CRS analytical divisions are going 
through a major restructuring of their first-line supervisors. Under 
the current arrangement, these supervisors still respond directly to 
congressional requests and maintain their position as subject mat- 
ter experts, albeit at a reduced level. The new senior research man- 
agers will not have any direct research or analysis responsibilities. 
We believe that this will result in a loss of service to Congress. 

Also, the Director knows that his new group of managers will 
serve as a pool of potential candidates to fill vacancies in his senior 
leadership team. CREA hopes that the selection of this group is 
adequately diverse. The Library’s new strategic plan has workforce 
as one of its five strategic goals and one that will, I quote, receive 
focused attention and a commitment to action, unquote. In its fiscal 
year 2009 budget justification, however, there is hardly a mention 
of a workforce strategic goal, let alone workforce development. The 
only training identified is for a supervisory development program 
to train 287 supervisors. 

STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

With CRS now committed to having staff engaged in individual 
development plans, it is necessary to identify the specific amount 
of funds that will be devoted to supporting these plans. I request 
that you ask CRS to report what activities are planned and to sup- 
port workforce development and the funding for it. Included should 
be funds for the jointly negotiated career opportunity plan that in- 
cludes career counseling, tuition support, job details and opportuni- 
ties for upward mobility. This program has been quite successful, 
but has received very inconsistent funding. The program could pay 
for itself by taking proven, good CRS employees and developing 
them. Recruitment costs are minimal and the staff already are fa- 
miliar with the CRS mission. 

OFFICE OF WORKFORCE DIVERSITY 

There are two other issues. The first is the restructuring of the 
Library’s Office of Workforce Diversity, or OWD. The subcommittee 
is aware that OWD’s staff were informed in early March that they 
would receive reduction in force notices, that the Library would 
seek early out and buyout authority and that only one to three of 
the incumbents were sure to be retained. All of their staff will be 
terminated no later than the beginning of July. Any denial of this 
by the Library is dishonest. Fortunately, your intervention has af- 
fected the process, but there has been no further communication 
since then to staff or to the union. The Office of Workforce Diver- 
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sity needs to perform more effectively and efficiently, but poor 
management is the issue and not poor staff performance. 

Furthermore, the Inspector General’s report upon which the deci- 
sion to restructure is based has too many weaknesses to have any 
standing as a restructuring document. Last week the Office of 
Workforce Diversity announced they would no longer retain its full- 
time staff interpreter. Immediately two deaf staff CREA members 
met with me to express a deep concern of this loss and its effect 
on them as well as the other 16 deaf or hard of hearing staff at 
the Library. 

We ask that the subcommittee request any study or analysis 
done by the Library as the basis for its decision to give these duties 
to the current access program manager and any overflow to con- 
tractors, which is more cost effective. We are confident that any 
such study would demonstrate the benefits of a dedicated staff in- 
terpreter outweigh the costs of the Library’s alternative. If they do 
not have such a study, we request that you have them do one. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Roth, your 5 minutes has expired. 

Mr. Roth. Can I have 30 seconds? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 30 seconds. 

FOOD SERVICE NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr. Roth. Finally, I would like to update the subcommittee on 
the negotiations between the Library’s new food service provider, 
IL Creations, and the food service staff. The Library’s unwilling- 
ness to recognize there was a collective bargaining agreement at 
the time the IL Creations took over the food service contract has 
led to a significant diminishment of the benefits previously held to 
the staff. The last time the staff met with management was April 
1. Madam Chair, you raised concerns over this issue in the March 
hearings and the Library still needs your attention to this matter. 

Thank you. 

[Mr. Roth’s prepared statement, disclosure form, and bio follow:] 
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Written Statement of Dennis M. Roth 
President 

Congressional Research Employees Association (CREA) 
Before the 

Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives 
May 7, 2008 


Madam Chairwoman, Representative Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee, 

My name is Dennis Roth. I am President of the Congressional Research Employees Association 
(CREA), which represents over 500 bargaining-unit employees of the Congressional Research 
Service (CRS). On behalf of CREA’s membership, I would like to thank you for this opportunity 
to testify before the Subcommittee. I would also like to thank you for the many compliments you 
have given to. CRS. Your statements reflect positively on the high quality and dedicated services 
provided by CRS employees at all levels throughout the Service, many of whom I am representing 
here today. 

CREA recognizes that we are in an extremely limited budget environment. I come here today 
not to request additional funding, but rather to discuss a number of non-budgetary issues of interest 
and concern to CRS employees. 

First, let me begin by stating that progress has been made, between CREA and Library 
management, to develop a more cooperative relationship and to exhibit a greater willingness to work 
together on issues. As a result, CREA and the Library have been able to resolve more of our 
problems internally rather than resorting to litigation. We thank you for the efforts you have taken 
over the past year to improve labor-management relations at the Library. 

However, issues do remain. 

Workplace Inflexibility 

In his written testimony before this Subcommittee on March 5, 2008, the Director of CRS stated 
that he was committed to doing his best to attract and retain expert staff. He also mentioned the 
success of CRS’s succession efforts, emphasizing that new staff have been hired and mentored as 
more seasoned staff retire. However, CREA feels that in two related areas important to both old and 
new employees, family friendly policies and workplace flexibility, CRS is undermining its own 
efforts to attract and retain a new cadre of employees. For example, it is becoming more difficult 
for staff who want to start a family or care for elderly parents to be granted part-time status. Staff 
currently working part time are cautious about coming back full time, lest they be denied part time 
status in the future. Another example is the difficulty in being allowed to work off-site. Although 
the Collective Bargaining Agreement between CREA and CRS allows episodic work at home, the 
guidelines written to implement that policy are so restrictive that it is not a viable option, even for 
those suffering from permanent or temporary medical conditions. Starting times have become more 
narrow and rigid. CRS management refused to allow an employee with a diagnosed medical 
condition to start work one-half hour earlier than the current official starting time, which would have 
allowed the employee to avoid rash hour congestion and sit rather than stand on the bus ride to work. 
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Nor will the Director grant time-off in lieu of cash as an incentive award, nor is he willing to permit 
employees to earn credit hours. 

While working for Congress in the way that we do gives CRS a competitive advantage in 
attracting bright new talent, CRS must also compete with other institutions that offer more flexible 
work arrangements. Flexible work arrangements are also beneficial to CRS and Congress because 
they allow those who might otherwise be unavailable to continue contributing to the CRS mission, 
including continuity of operations in an emergency which prevents workers from getting into the 
office. In these times of nearly $4 per gallon gasoline, a more flexible work environment could 
reduce gas consumption and rush hour congestion, benefitting employees and the environment. 

The Congress is actively considering telework bills for Federal employees (H.R. 4106 and S. 
1000). The Senate bill would cover CRS employees. H.R. 4106 currently does not. Congress is 
also considering paid parental leave. Hopefully, H.R. 5781, the Federal Employees Paid Parental 
Leave Act of 2008, will soon be coming before the House for a vote. CREA strongly encourages 
you to support these measures and to make them applicable to Library employees. 

Performance Standards and Individual Performance Plans 

Over the course of this year, CRS will be implementing an automated performance management 
system. According to CRS management, this system will allow managers to create performance 
plans and development plans for individual staff, on-line, and to share them with staff, and to edit 
them as needed throughout the year based upon individual and work unit priorities. The on-line 
system will have readily accessible, instructions, forms, and supporting documents such as position 
descriptions and performance standards. CREA has been a proponent of performance planning 
based on written performance standards and individual development plans for several years and is 
pleased to see these ideas finally being implemented. 

However, last year I expressed concern that CRS management would develop performance 
standards without staff or union input. Unfortunately, this is what happened. As a result, most of 
the performance standards use ambiguous terms (e.g., provides “probing and innovative... analysis,” 
or provides “customized and authoritative information research analysis to solve highly complex 
research problems.”) that leave many employees still wondering what they have to do to get a 
satisfactory, or better, performance rating. While CRS management is now engaging staff to train 
and to get feedback on the system, the performance standards are not open for discussion. 

Studies on the implementation of performance standards and recent testimony given by 
academics and agency officials before the Federal Workforce, Postal Service, and the District of 
Columbia Subcommittee of the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee note that 
involving staff in the development of performance standards is the best way to achieve staff buy-in 
and thereby ensure a successful implementation. We would ask the Subcommittee to encourage 
CRS management to involve staff and/or the union earlier in the development of these kinds of 
policies and procedures and to consider their input now as they begin implementing this new system. 

New Senior Research Manager Positions 

As noted by the Director in his March 5 testimony, CRS analytical divisions are going through 
a major restructuring of their first-line supervisors, better known as Section Heads. Section Heads 
served a dual role as analyst and supervisor. Under this arrangement, individuals would still respond 
directly to Congressional requests and maintain their position as a subject matter experts, albeit at 
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a reduced level. It was expected that supervisory duties would take up half their time. Under the 
new structure, Section Heads will be replaced by Senior Research Managers with no direct research 
responsibilities. While they will guide research, they will not perform it. They will devote 100 
percent of their time to supervisory responsibilities. Staff are concerned about the impact this new 
layer of bureaucratic management will have on their ability to work independently and directly with 
Congressional clients. Also, the Director notes that this new group of managers will serve as a pool 
of potential candidates to fill vacancies in its senior leadership team. CREA hopes that the selection 
of this group is adequately diverse. 

Staff Development 

In its FY2008 Budget Request, the Library stated: “Developing a retooled workforce, in many 
ways, is the most important single task the Library faces in the next decade.” In October, 2007, the 
Library issued its Strategic Plan for Fiscal Y ears 2008-2013 which listed Workforce as one of its five 
strategic goals, and one that will “...receive focused attention and a commitment to action.” In its 
FY2009 Budget Justification, however, there is barely a mention of the Workforce strategic goal, 
let alone workforce development. The Library can do little more than note that in FY2007 it spent 
3 percent of its budget in support of this strategic goal. It is not possible to determine how much of 
this was dedicated to workforce development, what, if any, programs were established, or how 
effective they have been. It does not identify how much of the FY2009 request is devoted in support 
of the Workforce goal. The only training identified in the FY2009 Budget Justification was for a 
Supervisory Development Program to train 287 supervisors. With CRS now committed to having 
staff engaged in individual development plans, it would be very interesting to identify what, if any, 
funds are being devoted to support these plans. 

We request that you ask the Library, including CRS, to report to you what activities have been 
undertaken to support workforce development, and how much has been spent, and what has been 
accomplished to date. We also ask that the Library and CRS share this information with staff and 
the unions. 

Career Opportunity Plan 

On a related topic, according to the Collective Bargaining Agreement between CREA and 
Library, the Library recognizes that 

“.. .some of its employees may have the experience and/or education necessary to perform 

at higher and more professional levels of responsibility than permitted by their current 

position.” 

To encourage the advancement of such individuals, CRS agreed to establish a Career Opportunity 
Plan. The Plan includes career counseling, tuition support, job details, and opportunities for upward 
mobility. This program has been quite successful, when it has been supported. We request that you 
direct funds from the CRS budget request to carry out this program. The program could pay for itself 
by filling vacated positions at lower grade levels. 

Two Other Issues of Concern 

There are two other issues that have an indirect impact on CRS employees. The first has to do 
with the restructuring of the Library’s Office of Workforce Diversity (OWD). In March of this year, 
the Library announced that it was going to restructure the Office. In fact, as the Subcommittee is 
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aware, OWD staff were informed that they would be receiving Reduction-in-Force notices, that the 
Library would seek early-out and buy-out authority, and that only one to three incumbents were sure 
to be retained. All other positions would be terminated no later than the beginning of July. 

A week before making its March announcement, the acting Head of the Office of Workforce 
Diversity informed the Library’s Diversity Advisory Council that he did not see any reason why the 
Council should continue to function. The members of the Council asked both the acting Head of 
OWD and the Library’s Chief Operating Officer, Jo Ann Jenkins, who decided on the restructuring, 
to meet with them. While both have agreed to get the Council’s input, over a month has elapsed 
with no such meeting being scheduled. I too have requested a meeting with Ms. Jenkins over a 
month ago and have yet to receive acknowledgment of my request. 

CREA agrees that the Office of Workforce Diversity needs to perform more effectively and 
efficiently, but the problems stem, in our view, from mismanagement and not from staff 
performance. CREA has submitted its recommendations regarding both the process and substance 
for restructuring the OWD to Ms. Jenkins and the Subcommittee. 

The other issue on which I would like to update the Subcommittee is the negotiations between 
the Library’s new food service provider, IL Creations, and the food service staff. According to 
documentation provided us by the food service staff, there was a collective bargaining agreement in 
effect at the time IL Creations took over the food service contract. A copy of this documentation has 
been given to the Library — twice. Madam Chair, you raised concerns over this issue in the March 
hearings on the Library and it still needs your attention. 

This concludes my testimony and I would be happy to address any questions you may have. 

Thank you. 
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DENNIS M. BOTH 

From 1976 to 2000 Mr. Roth served as a labor economist in the Economics Division of the Congressional Research Service at the 
library of Congress (CRS). In 2000 the Economics Division was abolished and Mr. Roth was reorganized into the Domestic Social Policy 
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Federal Area Tice President of the International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers (IFPTE) and served in this position until 
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Mr. Roth completed all requirements, except completion of his dissertation, for a Ph.D. in Economics from the University ol 
Calilornia, Berkeley. He received his undergraduate degree, a DA. in Economics, from Antioch College in Yellow Springs, Ohio in 1968. Under 
Antioch's work-study program Mr. Roth held several short-term jobs including positions in the Federal Energy Administration and the Council 
of Economic Advisers. Mr. Roth also took a year abroad under the Antioch program and spent a year at the University of Sheffield in Sheffield, 
England. 


From August 1968 through August 1970 Mr. Roth served as a Peace Corps volunteer in the areas of economic development, food 
development, and education on the island of Catanduanes in the Philippines. Mr. Roth met his wife Daisy while a Peace Corps volunteer and 
they have two children, Jessica and Benjamin. 
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PROBLEMS WITH FLEXIBLE ARRANGEMENTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Roth. I 
want to ask you about the part-time and telework arrangements 
that your members are having difficulty with. How long has that 
been going on for? And you alluded to a cumbersome approval proc- 
ess that takes too long. As someone who prides myself on providing 
my office with, generous terms as far as balancing work and fam- 
ily, especially given my own personal struggle to balance work and 
family every day, I think it is imperative that we set an example 
in government for encouraging families, and encouraging employ- 
ees to be able to do an excellent job of their work and an excellent 
job at parenting. 

So what seems to be the most significant problem with that proc- 
ess that employees have to go through? 

Mr. Roth. Particularly with the part-time request is that if an 
employee goes on part time it is subject to management’s approval. 
They are also telling them at the end of this part-time period there 
is no guarantee that they will be able to come back full time. So 
there is a fear that if I take part time, I may end up being part 
time for the rest of my life. 

And so there is this juggling with life things, how you are going 
to handle these types of issues. And part of this is because there 
has been a lack of monitoring part time in the past. Sometimes 
people years ago went on part time because of family needs. But 
the Library didn’t say, okay, your kid is in high school now. It is 
time to come back. They let them go through almost a whole career 
part time. So there is a fear 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What about telework? 

Mr. Roth. We actually have an article in our contract. We had 
good provisions and then 2 months after the contract got imple- 
mented the Director added two conditions saying that the only way 
you could be on telework would be if you have to be home and you 
are doing a rush request for Congress and you were in a dire situa- 
tion at home. Your basement would be flooding, and you have to 
be there. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I don’t understand that. It would 
seem to me if there is any type of job that would really be perfect 
for telework — I mean, why does it matter if you are doing research 
in your office or research at home? The Internet gives you the same 
ability. You can bring materials home. If there is any work that is 
perfectly suited, it is being a CRS employee, especially an analyst. 

Mr. Roth. The Director believes that Congress wants us at your 
beck and call and we have to be here to meet with you. We have 
done analysis on a number of the requests at CRS. They do an an- 
nual count. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Guess what, I bet you could probably 
come in for an appointment. 

Mr. Roth. We could put stipulations that you have to be here 
within an hour, 2 hours. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Telework doesn’t mean you are asking 
to anchor yourself to your house. It just means that you are just 
asking to primarily work from home. 

Mr. Roth. Will you ask the same questions to the Director? 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am going on too much. I will get off 
my soap box. 

Mr. Latham. Mr. LaHood. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you for your great service. 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS PROFESSIONAL GUILD, 
AFSCME LOCAL 2910 

WITNESS 

J. KENT DUNLAP, CHIEF NEGOTIATOR, L I B RARY OF CONGRESS PRO- 
FESSIONAL GUILD, AFSCME LOCAL 2910 

Opening Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Excuse me one moment. 

We are going to go — they just called three votes. We are sched- 
uled here until 1:00. And we would like to make sure that we get 
through everybody as quickly as possible and give you the max- 
imum opportunity. 

So if the next person, which is Mr. Kent Dunlap, the Chief Nego- 
tiator of the Library of Congress Professional Guild, would come to 
the table. Your full statement will be in the record and you can 
proceed with your 5-minute summary. Okay. 

Opening Statement — Mr. Dunlap 

Mr. Dunlap. Thank you. Thank you for providing the Guild with 
this opportunity to testify. Due to the limited time, this oral state- 
ment will only address problems implementing the new electronic 
system of processing copyright registrations in the Copyright Of- 
fice. 


COPYRIGHT OFFICE 

Several years ago the Copyright Office decided to modernize its 
paper processing system of copyright registration to a system re- 
ceiving electronic submissions over the Internet. This vision is con- 
sistent with changes being introduced throughout the world. 

In July 2007, the Copyright Office began beta testing of applica- 
tions for copyright registration received over the Internet. On Au- 
gust 5, 2007, the Copyright Office began converting paper applica- 
tions into electronic records in a process referred to as ingestion. 
The Guild regrets to report that this implementation is not going 
well. Since the beginning of the current fiscal year, a backlog in im- 
pending claims converted into electronic records has grown to over 
300,000 copyright claims, while the staff was only able to register 
during this period slightly over 60,000 copyright claims. 

In essence, the Copyright Office is placing 75 percent of receipts 
into an ever-growing backlog. These stats compare unfavorably 
with the office’s accomplishment in the last fiscal year when the of- 
fice registered over 526,000 copyright claims under the old system. 

While claims received online are easier to process than ingested 
claims, they appear more labor intensive than processing in paper. 
The relative costs appear to be about $70 for processing paper, 
about $140 for claims submitted online and about $300 for ingested 
claims. It is unfortunately clear that the current electronic system 
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cannot be fixed quickly in order to process all 11,000 copyright 
claims received weekly on a timely basis. 

The Guild supports returning to the processing system which has 
worked in the past until unknown problems in the electronic sys- 
tem are resolved. The Copyright Office has responsibility of reg- 
istering copyright claims 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have about 30 seconds, Mr. 
Dunlap. 

Mr. Dunlap. Okay. Eighty percent of paper applications cover 
copyright claims which can be registered without correspondence. 
Instead of languishing waiting for ingestion, these claims should be 
called and registered. It would only take a few minutes of time. 

[Mr. Dunlap’s prepared statement, disclosure form, and CV 
follow:] 



82 


Statement of J, Kent Dunlap 
Chief Negotiator 
of the 

Library of Congress Professional Guild 
AFSCME Local 2910 
Before the Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 
May 7, 2008 

Madam Chairwoman, Mr. Ranking Member and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for 
providing us with this opportunity to testify and present you with our concerns. The Library of 
Congress Professional Guild, AFSCME Local 2910 represents over 1500 professional employees 
at the Library of Congress. These employees are dedicated to providing the best possible service 
to Congress and the American people and we wish to use this occasion to present you with their 
concerns. 

The Library of Congress is in the midst of a great transition, the outcome of which is far from 
clear. The Library is the oldest federal cultural institution in the United States, having begun in 
1800, and has served many communities and clients during its existence. Probably the most 
important client is the Congress, providing specialized library services, and authoring complex 
studies in support of activities. The Library serves the broader library community through its 
cataloging program, interlibrary loan, participation by staff members at professional meetings, 
through operation of the gift and exchange program, and many other activities. The Library 
serves the copyright community by maintaining a public record, advising Congress on copyright 
related matters, and assisting on programs bolstering a high level of international protection for 
American works. The Library serves blind and physically handicapped citizens through its 
“talking books” program. Finally, the Library serves the American public by providing access to 
special one-of-a-kind resources, and maintaining one of the most used web sites in the country. 

With the advent of the Internet, the delivery of intellectual content to users was altered forever. 
How this momentous change will affect libraries generally, and the Library of Congress 
specifically, remains to be determined. Moreover, processing in the Copyright Office was 
recently converted from a paper-based system to an electronic based system. Unfortunately, the 
current electronic system has many inefficiencies which the Copyright Office is straggling to 
overcome. Adapting programs of the agency to address the changing expectations of our 
constituencies represents one of the greatest challenges the Library of Congress has faced in its 
two hundred year history. 

For FiscalYear 2009, the Library is requesting a total budget of $645.8 million, an increase of 
$32.3 million, or 5.3 percent above our fiscal 2008 funding level. The Guild supports this budget 
request since most of the requested funding serves absolutely vital Library programs. This 
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Subcommittee can play a major role in determining the directions of many changes initiated at 
the Library of Congress. With that in mind, this statement attempts to provide the Subcommittee 
with information which we hope will be useful in guiding appropriate changes. 

Crisis in the Copyright Office 

The Copyright Office is requesting a total budget of $51,592,000, of which $33,315,000 will be 
offset by fees generated from delivering services and 18,277,000 will be appropriated dollars. 

Of the request for 18,277,000 in appropriated dollars $9,975,000 represents a request for 
restoration of base funding which was decreased from the Copyright Office budget in Fiscal 
2008. The Guild supports this request but adds the sad caveat that enactment of the Copyright 
Office’s full request will not enable the staff to complete all the work coming into the Office in a 
timely manner. This reality is due to the inefficiencies and deficiencies of the electronic 
processing system being implemented in the Copyright Office and the consequent difficulty in 
taking that system public. 

Last year in our written testimony before this Subcommittee, the Guild made the following 
statement: 

The coming year will be a challenge for the Office as it moves from a paper based 
processing system to an electronic based system. Two important jobs in the 
Office, examiners and catalogers, are being combined into one position: a 
copyright registration specialist. A new, untried technology must be implemented 
on a wide scale to permit the processing of copyright claims electronically. For 
applications received in paper form, the cost of processing is likely to soar 
because those paper applications have to be converted into an electronic records. 

Clear efficiencies will be achieved where submissions are made through the 
Internet. In the long run, the Guild believes the efficiencies that management has 
promised will be achieved. In the next year, however, difficulties such as dealing 
with paper submissions, implementing a new and complex technology, and 
retraining much of staff, will likely make it impossible to achieve any sudden 
increase in efficiency for the Copyright Office. (Appropriation of the Library of 
Congress for Fiscal Year 2008, before the House Subcomm. on Legislative 
Branch Appropriations, 1 1 0 th Cong. May 1 , 2007, written comments of AFSCME 
2910, p. 2) 

During the last year the Copyright Office achieved many accomplishments. At the beginning of 
the year, most of the staff was located in Crystal City while work space in the Madison Building 
was reconfigured to accommodate the new technology. Between June through September the 
staff returned to Capitol Hill in stages, and the transition went relatively smoothly. Given the 
complexity of the changes which were implemented, this accomplishment is worthy of 
considerable praise. 
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Unfortunately, the picture regarding implementation of the new electronic processing system is 
not commendable at all. The implementation date of the new system was August 5, 2007. 

Leading up to implementation the Copyright Office conducted a pilot project by processing 
copyright claims in motion pictures both electronically and by traditional paper. Management 
appeared satisfied that the pilot proved that the electronic system could be used to process 
claims. The Guild regretted that there was no empirical analysis comparing the relative 
efficiencies of the two systems, i.e., electronic processing versus paper processing. It was clear 
that electronic processing was less efficient, but no data was generated to document the degree of 
greater inefficiency. Judging from discussions with examiners working within the system, we 
believed the electronic system was possibly five times less efficient than the paper system it was 
created to replace. The obvious struggles of electronic processing in the pilot project led to the 
Guild’s prediction that the coming year was going to be difficult. 

The general public cannot yet submit applications online thus most of the 1 1,000 copyright 
claims received each week by the Copyright Office are submitted on paper. To submit an 
application online, the public may request to serve as a “beta tester” in order to assist in the 
development of the electronic system, and virtually all who request to serve as a beta tester are 
accepted. Beta testing began in July 2007, and the fee for submission online is lower - $35 rather 
than $45. In this test mode, electronic claims comprise a small percentage of received claims. 

The Office has dismantled some of the means for processing paper applications in converting to a 
new electronic business process, although Copyright claims covering group registrations are still 
processed in paper. However, Copyright claims in textual works, performing arts, and the visual 
arts are converted into electronic records by “taggers”who key in the data thus creating so-called 
“ingested claims,” a process that was not anticipated in the design of the new system. Ingested 
claims represent the bulk of the work received in the Copyright Office, about 8,000 copyright 
claims weekly. 

To fully contemplate the difficulties with the Copyright Office’s new electronic system of 
processing, it is useful to look at the Office’s paper processing system. This needs to be the 
starting point because the rationale for the electronic system is that it is more efficient. Clearly 
the paper based system of processing is imperfect and outdated, but overall reasonably efficient. 
The efficiency shortcomings are basically two. First, paper must be handled in a station to station 
processing system, and this handling is labor intensive. Second, the examination function for 
registrability of the copyright claim, and the cataloging of the claim to produce the index are 
separate professional functions performed by different staff. 

Even given its shortcomings, the paper based system had a number of advantages the electronic 
system lacks. First the information needed by the staff member to examine the work is right 
there in the application and deposit copy. The electronic system, on the other hand, requires 
barcode scanning and multi-step navigation, scrolling, and clicking to ascertain even basic 
information about the claim. Second, the certificate of registration is created from an image of 
the application as completed by the applicant. Any errors are the responsibility of the applicant. 
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In the electronic system the certificate of registration is painstakingly created by key entering all 
of the application data which occurs at several stages in the registration process and requires a 
huge amount of data entry that can introduce errors added by the Office. 

The cost of processing in paper is amazingly low for a professional service. Examination is 
quick, in many cases 90 seconds or less. Approximately 80% of the applications can be passed 
without correspondence. Cataloging registered copyright claims takes a few minutes of time. 

The current fee is $45, but the actual cost is about $60-70. These costs, however, do not apply 
evenly to the claims. For the copyright claims which can be registered without correspondence, 
the cost is likely about $35. For copyright claims which require simple correspondence, costs 
likely raise to over $100. For copyright claims which require complex correspondence, meaning 
original drafts discussing several issues, costs likely raise to several hundred dollars. Since it is 
administratively too difficult to charge fees on the basis of actual work done by the Office, a flat 
fee covers all claims, regardless of the work involved. It appears to the Guild that substantially 
more staff time is spent on the 20% of the copyright claims requiring correspondence than the 
80% of claim requiring no correspondence. 

The electronic processing system which has been put in place makes even the most mundane task 
difficult. Two major flaws render the system highly inefficient. First, there is no effective 
division of labor with simpler tasks assigned to lower graded employees, and higher functions to 
higher graded employees. Due to the complexity of the electronic systems, most tasks are heaped 
upon the registration specialist. Second, the electronic system is unreliable and slow, and 
contains numerous IT problems. 

Most of the processing involves paper claims which have been laboriously ingested and 
converted into electronic records. Errors introduced while typing the hand-written paper 
applications into the system are frequent and must be corrected by higher graded registration 
specialists. The software used to capture typed information from the application often misreads 
characters. A perfectly typed application by the applicant is often entered into the electronic 
system incorrectly. All ingested claims require about 1 5 minutes of transcription editing alone, 
and specialists now devote an excessive amount of time on such minutia as punctuation, 
capitalization, and spelling. 

A new bar coding and tracking system slows specialists down. Additionally, tasks involving fee 
issues have been heaped upon the registration specialists, whereas previously fee problems were 
resolved by lower graded staff at an earlier stage of processing. The systemic delays in Office 
processing create stale date checks and the specialist must contact the applicant and re-collect. 
Since the system software is not designed to automatically update accounting records, accounting 
must be done by hand which results in late posting of fees- whether cleared, stale, returned or 
unpaid. The specialist must reconcile these confusing financial postings and frequently write the 
public for clarification. Processing cannot proceed until all fee issues are resolved. Many of the 
specialists lament the increased "clericalization" of the jobs, which is something a well designed 
electronic system should reduce, rather than increase. 
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Furthermore, numerous IT problems and design flaws bedevil the system, leaving the specialist 
to rig "work-arounds." All work is done in a program that fills two monitor screens and requires 
arduous navigation through more than a dozen applets and tabs. All application information is 
displayed in a difficult to read and unchangeable font. Other design flaws include the absence of 
features as basic as global search and replace; sixty applications with the same problem must be 
individually opened and corrected sixty times because the software cannot make corrections 
apply to more than one title at a time. Formerly, with “inefficient” paper applications, a single 
note to file typed once and a check of the correspondence box on each application speeded many 
same-problem works through the Office. Glacial screen refresh rates mean that even the fastest 
specialists are limited in their ability to speed work through the Office no matter how skilled they 
become in using the software. No amount of training can compensate for these flaws. 

Because erratic behavior and system crashes are now a predictable part of the registration 
specialists’ daily life, all specialists must be advanced computer troubleshooters to simply do 
their work. As the backlog has grown, the number of works in the Office and in the computer 
system have increasingly clogged the Office both physically and electronically. The repetitive 
motions needed to navigate the poorly designed system result in physical hardship on eyes, 
wrists, hands, shoulders and backs. Difficulties have arisen regarding claims submitted online 
due to confusing and restrictive user interfaces, software incompatibility, and deposit upload 
problems. Many remitters contact the specialists for one-on-one help to navigate the confusing 
online system. Public interactions by the staff have greatly increased due to online system and 
certificate status questions that overload the Public Information Office. 

Of the copyright claims converted into electronic records, the Copyright Office is currently 
processing about 30% to 35% of the claims and placing into a backlog about 65% to 70% of the 
remaining claims. Since the beginning of the current fiscal year, October 1 , 2007, the Copyright 
Office has issued 49,787 copyright registrations based on electronic processing, and placed 
271,834 into a backlog as of March 30 th . The Copyright Office appears on course to register 
through electronic processing in the current fiscal year slightly over 100,000 copyright claims, 
while leaving a backlog of exceeding 400,000 claims. 

As horrible as these numbers appear to be, the Guild believes they are actually even worse for 
two reasons. First, managers are encouraging registration specialists to clear as many claims as 
possible, and this is accomplished by leaving the more difficult claims in the pool, and 
processing only the easier material. Since the roughly 30% clearance represent the easier claims, 
much of the remaining 70% in the backlog are more difficult and time-consuming to complete. 
Therefore, in measuring by staff time necessary to complete the work, the Office may be 
completing only 20% to 25% of the work coming into the Office. 

The second reason concerns the uncertain nature of the “completed registrations” because some 
will be returned for corrections of the errors introduced into the public record by the Office. 

These errors are introduced in the conversion of the record from paper to electronic. Most 
applications are hand written due to the obsolescence of typewriters. In order to create the 
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electronic record these applications are retyped by the Office, and the accuracy is checked by the 
specialist. Even a mistake of a single letter in the certificate of registration requires the case to be 
reopened in the electronic processing system in order to correct the mistake. The percentage of 
defective records is currently unclear, but some of the issued certificates have already come back 
for correction. The Guild believes this number will become much larger when the public learns 
to read their certificates very carefully due to the likelihood of mistakes. 

The Guild has discussed the current crisis with the Register of Copyrights and other top officials. 
The discussions have been cordial and candid, and the Guild commends management for 
openness regarding the data documenting the agency’s performance. The Guild strongly 
supports continued development of the eCO system as it relates to submission over the Internet 
and looks forward to the day when a Web-based system is fully functional. We have not arrived 
at that day nor is that day yet in view. What can be done to improve public service during the 
interim? We must find alternatives. 

The Copyright Office move into an electronic process has been premature. At this point, it 
makes more sense to process paper claims in the more efficient paper process until the electronic 
system is fully operational. The Guild strongly opposes continuation of converting paper 
applications into electronic records because of the unjustifiable delays it causes the public in 
receiving the service for which they have paid. If the Copyright Office does not move back to 
processing paper applications in paper, many applicants will not hear from the Office regarding 
their pending application for registration for over a year. The Guild and the bargaining unit we 
represent believes customers of the Copyright Office deserve far better service than that. 

The Register submitted written testimony to this Subcommittee on March 5, 2008. In that 
testimony, she made the following statement: 

Processing paper claims in eCO is cumbersome and time consuming. The result is 
a current backlog of 48,000 claims, representing $2.2 million in fees that need to 
be entered into the system and 231,000 claims to process. We are taking steps to 
reduce the backlog; the real solution is a fully trained staff. Opening eService and 
offering the 2-D barcode application are also critical steps to improving claim 
processing. (Appropriation of the Library of Congress for Fiscal Year 2009, 
before the House Subcomm. on Legislative Branch Appropriations, 1 10 th Cong. 

March 5, 2008, written comments of Marybeth Peters, Register of Copyrights, p. 

4) 

The Guild agrees with most of her statement except her conclusion that the solution “is a fully 
trained staff.” Processing is slow not because the staff doesn’t know what to do. It is slow for all 
the reasons detailed above and for other reasons not identified in this statement. The performance 
of the agency since the Register’s testimony does not support her conclusion. The most recent 
trend line of the Copyright Office’s performance reads as follows: 
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Date (Week of) Backlog (claims in Electronic claims 


Total Electronic 



electronic form) 

completed during week 

Registrations 

Mar 3-8 

249,434 

3,821 

40,544 

Mar 10-16 

254,443 

3,372 

43,916 

Mar 17-23 

262,919 

3,500 

47,416 

Mar 24-30 

271,834 

2,371 

49,787 

M 31-Apr6 

275,418 

5,026 

54,813 

Apr 7-13 

284,542 

2,903 

57,716 


If this is a trend line predicting ultimate success, the Guild fails to see it. Fixing all the problems 
in the current electronic processing system will take years. In the meantime, 10,500-11,000 paper 
applications come into the Copyright Office every week, and the only way all of the applicants 
will receive some agency action in a few months will be a return to paper processing of paper 
applications. Undertaking huge costs to ingest paper applications into an electronic system far 
more inefficient than processing in paper makes no sense. The futility of the current course of the 
Copyright Office was apparent to the Guild months ago. 

It is clear that insufficient revenues are provided the Copyright Office for providing the public 
record underpinning administration of rights under the copyright law. Fees will have to rise in 
order to close much of this gap. The $45 registration fee does not cover processing in paper, 
largely due to the 20% correspondence rate. Certainly some of the cost of the registration process 
stems from the carelessness of customers in completing simple forms. A raise in registration fees 
to the $60-70 level would go a long way towards covering processing in paper, but it would not 
begin to pay for processing in electronic form. The true cost of processing in electronic form 
cannot currently be determined because the Office is systematically bypassing processing many 
of the most difficult claims. Certainly it will calculate in the hundreds of dollars. Why should the 
public pay for the cost of electronic processing when cheaper paper processing is available? If 
the Office raises the fee to the level of paper processing, but continues with the current system of 
electronic processing, the work simply will not be completed in a timely manner. 

Another serious problem in the Copyright Office is the undergrading of professional staff and the 
failure to promote. In the federal classification system, most professional staff members are in the 
GS-1210 series, copyright specialist. This job series applies only in the Copyright Office. Since 
upper management of the Copyright Office claims to be the ultimate expert as to the content of 
the jobs, management has virtually absolute power in dictating pay level. The professional grades 
in the Copyright Office are essentially GS-1 1 and GS-12, while in the Library, generally, it is 
GS-12 and GS-13. The differences in pay is largely the decision of upper management in the 
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Copyright Office to pay its professional staff less. This differential not only affects the staff, but 
also public service because many of the most talented younger staff leave the agency long before 
they became career employees. Under current pay levels, leaving professional service in the 
Copyright Office could become a wise career move. 

Undergrading is particularly acute in the Documents Recordation Team in which recordation 
specialists are paid at the GS-9 level. The origins of this recordation team occurred in 1984 in a 
reorganization. Previous to the reorganization, the recordability of a document was determined 
by a GS-1 1 examiner, and preparing the index of the recorded document was completed by a GS- 
1 1 cataloged The recordation unit was created by merging the two functions and the unit was 
placed in the Cataloging Division. The position of recordation specialist was graded at a GS-9, 
while the rest of the Cataloging Division remained at GS-1 1 . GS -1 1 catalogers outside of 
Recordation Unit read a registration certificate and a deposit copy in order to create an index of 
the registered claim. GS-9 recordation specialists read a legal document, often complex involving 
multiple parties and multiple transfers, to determine recordability, and if recordable, prepared the 
index record by reading the document. All of the GS-9 recordation specialists are female, and 
most are African-American. Some have law degrees. 

The Public Information Office is another area where undergrading appears widespread. While 
reference questions coming into the Library of Congress are responded to by specialists typically 
graded at GS-12 and GS-13, copyright reference questions are largely handled by a staff graded 
at GS- 1 1 . This is true despite the fact that understanding the workings of the complex electronic 
systems of processing is crucial to performing in the position. 

While the reorganization added a GS-12 pay scale to the position of registration specialist, as of 
the date of this testimony, only one specialist has been promoted to that level since the 
reorganization. Slowness in processing in the electronic system is due exclusively to defects in 
the system, rather than the lack of staff proficiency. In implementing the current reorganization, 
many managers received pay increases. The Guild is unaware of any manager expressing a 
willingness to return his or her pay increase because processing in the new system is slower than 
anticipated. Equity requires the promotion of staff members who demonstrate the ability to 
perform at the GS-12 level. 

In closing, the Guild would like to say that the Copyright Office has many fine managers, 
particularly at the processing level. The Copyright Office needs less centralized authority, and 
greater power should be shifted to those expected to do the work. By shifting power down the 
chain of command, the Guild believes efficiencies can be achieved in a reasonably short period 
of time. Central to such a course would be leaving paper in paper for processing purposes. And 
certainly during this transitional re-engineering period, staff should not be held responsible for 
the backlog. 
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Uncompromising Extremism in the Labor Relations Program 

Last May, when the Guild testified before the Subcommittee about the controversy concerning 
the reporting of official time for representational activities, we requested that you review the 
activities of the Office of Workforce Management (OWM). We made this request because that 
office was engaging in behavior that did not serve the best interests of the Library of Congress 
and, in fact, brought the institution into disrepute. A basic principle expressed in the Federal 
Service Labor-Management Relations Statute is that labor organizations in the civil service are in 
the public interest. Unfortunately, the OWM tossed aside this principle and spent appropriated 
funds trying to silence the voice of its professional union - the Library of Congress Professional 
Guild, AFSCME 2910. And they tried to do it using tools which unions have traditionally 
utilized - the grievance procedure and collective bargaining. 

In a grievance filed against the Guild (October 2006) Charles Carron, Director of Workforce 
Management (www.carronlaw.com) argued that Guild officers and stewards were not providing 
sufficient detail in their time reports submitted for representational activity. His remedy for this 
alleged deficiency was to place the Guild president, chief steward and area stewards on leave- 
without-pay or enforced annual leave until they did so. This harsh remedy shocked us because a 
month before the grievance was filed Mr. Carron sent an email to the Guild president stating, “I 
would like to clarify that I am not accusing the Guild, or any of its representatives of having 
abused official time.” 

The grievance was heard before Arbitrator James Harldess and on July 16, 2007, he ruled in 
favor of the Guild. Mr. Harkless found that Guild officers and stewards did not violate either the 
Collective Bargaining Agreement or the Labor-Management Relations Statute when they 
reported their representational time to management. 

Employees volunteer for union office and they are elected to their positions by their colleagues. 
Threatening these employees with loss of pay is a serious matter, so you can imagine the sense of 
relief in the Guild Office when the news broke that we won the grievance arbitration case. 

But our troubles were not over. At the same time that he filed the grievance against us, Mr. 
Carron reopened Article 6 of our Agreement arguing, again, for greater specificity including the 
creation of records identifying the staff members who talked with us including the subject matter 
of the discussion. 

In one bargaining session, we pointed out that no other federal agency required labor 
organizations to divulge such confidential discussions. Mr. Carron’s reply was that he intended 
to create new law. 

Since the Guild would never consent to create the records Mr. Carron sought, a bargaining 
impasse was reached between the parties and the matter was referred to the Federal Service 
Impasses Panel (FSIP). On November 30, 2007, Panel Member Barbara Bruin attempted to 
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mediate between the parties but was unsuccessful. Mr. Carron did not compromise in his 
insistence on records identifying employees who sought assistance from the Guild. 

The FSIP has broad statutory authority to resolve negotiation impasses in the Federal sector and 
both parties were instructed to submit their “last best offers.” Mr. Carron revised his proposal to 
make it even more draconian by requiring the Guild to report confidential discussions with 
employees to the Inspector General's office. 

Karl Schomagel has been the Library’s Inspector General since 2001. In a letter to Mr. Carron 
dated December 1 8, 2007, he disavowed the position which was being argued before the Panel. 
This letter stated in part: 

“We do not advocate collection of detailed information concerning representational 
activities. We believe that in order to compile meaningful statistics, union officials should 
record , at minimum (a) the type of encounter, using broad categories on which the 
Library and unions can mutually agree, and (b) responding to privacy concerns raised by 
the unions, no information concerning the identity of the person raising an issue need be 
recorded. . . .[emphasis added]” 

On January 1 5, 2008 the Panel issued its final and binding decision in Case No. 07 FSIP 111 
adopting the Guild’s position. See http://www.flra.gov/fsip/finalact/07fs_l 1 1 .pdf . In its 
decision, the Panel noted “we are not persuaded that ... the Employer has established a record 
that would warrant the adoption of its approach to official time reporting.” 

And so the battle over representational time was over, but what an incredible waste of federal 
resources. Looking back, the battle was clearly unnecessary as well as costly and damaging to all 
involved. 

We will be forever gratified for the support we received from our members, from other labor 
organizations, the library community, friends in Congress, journalists and members of the public 
concerned about protecting privacy rights and union rights. And, yes, there were many 
supervisors and managers at the Library of Congress who wished us well. 

We are cheered by the fact that this sad chapter in the Library’s history has ended. And we hope 
for a new direction in the Library’s labor relations program that leads to reconciliation. 

Proposed changes in the Office of Workforce Diversity 

In early March the Librarian’s Office suddenly announced its plans to restructure the Office of 
Workforce Diversity (OWD). This office consists of the Dispute Resolution Center, the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Complaints Office and the Affirmative Action & Special Programs 
Office which includes the Interpretive Services Program. The employees who work in these 
offices are not represented by our union, but the programs and services they provide directly 


10 



92 


affect our bargaining unit so we are thankful for this opportunity to comment on the proposed 
restructuring or realignment. 

The Dispute Resolution Center . (DRC) is a small office which was created as a result of the 
Administrative Dispute Resolution Act of 1990. The DRC was one of the first Alternative 
Dispute Resolution offices in the federal government and has served as a model program for 
numerous agencies over the last fourteen years. Originally, the DRC consisted of four conveners, 
one OS-15, and three GS-14s. Some years ago, the GS-15 retired and was not replaced. 

Recently, one of the conveners retired so the staffing levels in the office have been reduced by 
half. (The statistics which the Inspector General relied upon in his September 2007 report which 
was critical of the DRC are already obsolete.) 

We wish to point out to members of the Subcommittee that the greatest resource at the Library of 
Congress is the people who work here. The 4,000 staff members who comprise our community 
include managers, supervisors, professionals, clerical and technical staff. The hard work, loyalty, 
and dedication of staff to the institution and to the Congress is well-known. But what is not 
known - nor talked about - is that woven through the complex relationships in many workplaces 
at the Library is the reality of stress. Miscommunication or misunderstandings added to the mix 
can spur disputes and conflict. 

When employees come to the Guild office to voice their concerns. Guild stewards and officers 
try to be good listeners and advisors. Upon hearing such a wide variety of concerns and 
complaints we address them by seeking resolutions that will be beneficial to the employees and 
to the Library. 

Many of these situations are of such a nature that utilizing the traditional grievance procedure to 
litigate the “rights and wrongs” before a Library official or a hearing officer could be counter 
productive. Besides being costly and inefficient for all involved, the parties end up characterized 
as “winners” and “losers.” For these and other reasons, our union has steered disputants to 
mediation in the DRC for a better resolution of their problems. 

It has been our experience that even seemingly minor disputes, such as the wording of a 
counseling memorandum or the narrative of a performance evaluation, are very important to the 
parties involved and mediation often reveals the deeper underlying issues that need attention to 
foster good working relationships. Even in serious violations of the collective bargaining 
agreement or a Library of Congress regulation, we often prefer to resolve the grievance 
informally and at the lowest step possible through mediation. 

Resolutions which are achieved through skilled mediation have an added value when good 
working relationships are reestablished. This outcome, beneficial to both parties, is not the norm 
in the grievance process. 

To resolve disputes, conveners must possess considerable diplomatic skills. They must also 


11 



93 


respect the confidentiality of the information they receive, and be acutely aware of the 
functioning of the agency in order to advise on realistic courses of resolution. Conveners must 
be sufficiently graded to relate effectively to high graded managers. In a briefing we attended on 
the proposed restructuring of the OWD, we were pleased to learn that the Librarian’s Office does 
not plan to replace the neutral mediators of the DRC with managers appointed in their stead. 
Managers rotated through the DRC would never be trusted by the staff as being unbiased and 
respectful of confidentiality and the mediation process would become useless. Aggrieved staff 
would then have few alternatives to litigation. 

It is our experience that the work of the Dispute Resolution Center is generally effective. Not all 
disputes are successfully resolved. That, however, is the reality of mediation. A dispute is 
resolved when disputants find common ground. Sometimes, that doesn’t happen, but more often 
than not, it does. At a minimum, the issues separating the parties become better defined. 
Moreover Guild stewards, who do the lion’s share of representational activity in the DRC, praise 
the mediation skills of the conveners whom they regard as being fair and even-handed. 

The Affirmative Action and Special Programs Office was heavily criticized in the IG’s report. 
The Library employs an exceptionally diverse staff, yet upward mobility within the agency has 
not been easy for under-represented groups. This office administers the programs to enhance 
upward mobility opportunities and provides forums to learn about and discuss diversity issues. 

In order to succeed in the mission of this office, it is necessary to achieve a buy-in from the 
Library’s operating divisions since these divisions have the jobs to provide the upward mobility. 
To date, few Library offices have offered positions for internship and detail programs and some 
offices resist the loss of staff selected for leadership development. Most of the short-comings of 
the affirmative employment program are attributable to this lack of buy-in from the operating 
divisions not to any alleged ineffectiveness of the staff in that Office. 

The emphasis on downsizing this Office hardly communicates support for the mission of 
promoting upward mobility, nor is it likely to result in greater buy-in from the operating 
divisions. 

The Interpreting Services Program for the deaf and hard of hearing is administered by the 
Affirmative Action and Special Programs Office. There has been instability in the interpreting 
service program since 2004 when the OWD abolished the position of staff interpreter and hired 
contractors to provide service but only on a part-time basis. Thereafter, contracting problems 
plagued the interpreting service and there was no program manager to schedule and coordinate 
service. Denial of service, no shows for scheduled service, and service that arrived too late were 
frequent experiences at the Library. Deaf staff in our bargaining unit have been very patient but 
they are weary of this continuing struggle for interpreting service. They advocate for a 
permanent staff interpreter because experience has shown that a staff interpreter who understands 
the organization and its employees is much more effective than a constantly changing roster of 
contractors who have trouble locating the rooms for their assignments. In the turmoil that will 
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accompany a restructuring of the OWD, we ask that you give attention to the needs of deaf and 
hard of hearing staff, and their hearing colleagues who need and want to communicate with them. 
A fact sheet attached at the end of our testimony contains additional information about the deaf 
and hard of hearing staff. 

The Equal Employment Opportunity Complaints Office 

Enforcement of equal employment opportunity laws (EEO) at the Library of Congress is peculiar 
relative to other federal agencies. In the executive branch agencies, the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission is responsible for enforcing EEO law. This policy makes sense 
because it would be foolish to expect federal agencies to enforce EEO laws against themselves. 
At the Library of Congress, the Librarian’s Office is responsible for enforcing EEO laws. 

(42 USC §2000e-16) 

Because the Librarian is both the employer/respondent and the administrative official charged 
with making the final decision on an EEO complaint against the Library, his roles are in conflict. 
For the same reason, the Library’s EEO process is neither impartial nor fair because the Librarian 
rarely, if ever, rules for the complainant. This process compares unfavorably to processes which 
apply to our colleagues in other Legislative Branch agencies. Employees who are covered by the 
Congressional Accountability Act have the right to counseling, mediation, and adjudicatory 
procedures administered by the independent Office of Compliance, and may appeal to the Board 
of Directors of the Office of Compliance, a tribunal independent of their employing agencies. 

As regarding the Equal Employment Opportunity Complaints Office, the IG’s report generally 
supported the performance of the staff, and found staffing levels and workload levels comparable 
to the benchmark agencies. Nevertheless, it appears the Librarian’s Office has targeted this 
Office for major changes in the reorganization. The Guild believes the EEO process in the 
Library of Congress needs to be reformed through greater independent oversight, similar to other 
federal government agencies. Reform of this nature would require changes to the statutory 
provisions for EEO in the Library of Congress. 

We wish to commend the Library for the revision of its merit selection and employment 
procedures following the resolution of the Cook Class Action Case in 2001 . But since the record 
of the Librarian of Congress on individual EEO complaints is to deny discrimination in virtually 
all instances, we would view any plan for reform of the EEO process coming from the 
Librarian’s Office with skepticism. 
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The Future of Cataloging 

In Guild testimony one year ago, we discussed the concerns of Library employees about the 
directions that Library management was choosing for the Library’s future. These concerns have 
not been eased over the last year, but heightened. We do not fear anything so drastic as an 
outright closure, the fate of several Environmental Protection Agency libraries. What we do fear 
is the harm done to the Library’s mission of service to the nation caused by the cumulative 
impact of seemingly small decisions. Through action and inaction, the effects of unheralded 
decisions are being felt and the consequences will grow as time passes. 

The issues we would like to address in the area of cataloging include proposed changes in the 
manner of performing subject analysis at the Library of Congress and the impact of staffing 
decisions on the cataloging services provided by the Library of Congress. 

On January 9, 2008, a report was issued by the Working Group on the Future of Bibliographical 
Control, a group of 16 library and information industry professionals organized by Associate 
Librarian Deanna Marcum in November, 2006. (http://www.loc.gov/bibliographic- 
future/news/lcwg-ontherecord-jan08-fmal.pdf) During 2007, the Working Group held three 
meetings in different locations around the country, gathered viewpoints via email on the future of 
bibliographic control, and wrote a 44 page report with ten general recommendations and 38 
specific recommendations for the Library of Congress and other members of the library 
community. 

Recommendation 4.3.2 advocates the transformation of Library of Congress Subject Headings 
(LCSH) through the ’“decoupling” of subject strings. The Working Group views LCSH as 
overly complex and difficult to use for both catalogers and library users. This proposal is an 
evisceration of the manner in which subject cataloging and classification has been developed and 
maintained at the Library of Congress for over a century. 

While management may claim that it has no intention of destroying the LC Subject Heading 
system, this radical revision, despite retaining the name of LC subject cataloging, fundamentally 
alters the end product of LC subject analysis, its characteristics, and the functions it is able to 
perform. Instead of providing libraries in every congressional district and throughout the world 
with a continuation of the system of subject access that makes the book literature of the world 
findable in a systematic manner, the new system would make book retrieval haphazard, 
superficial, partial, and largely confined to English language books. 

Catalogers assign subject headings according to a set of rules which result in ”pre-coordinated 
subject strings” that describe the concepts discussed in a resource. Catalogers often have 
academic training, but their expertise is developed by cataloging all the literature received by the 
Library in their subject. In tum, that cataloger will help to develop the controlled vocabulary of 
LCSH as an ongoing collaborative process. 
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The Working Group’s “decoupling” proposal suggests a simplification of subject analysis 
which would limit each subject field to a single term, essentially ending the ability of a single 
subject string (which combines subject terms and “subject subdivisions” that provide topical, 
geographical, chronological, and genre data) to describe the concepts contained in a resource. 

For example, “Afghanistan - History - Soviet occupation, 1979-1989 - Chronology.” 

This proposed simplification disables subject headings from suggesting possible avenues of 
discovery to researchers and revealing a greater context of knowledge which is exhibited when 
the subject strings are displayed together in a single list. This new understanding of Library of 
Congress cataloging would dismantle the professionally-created networks of relationships and 
interconnections among the various standardized subject headings. These networks of cross- 
referencing and relational displays are integral to the functioning of the subject retrieval system. 

In layman’s terms, a standardized subject string composed of standardized subject terms can be 
broken down as needed by software such as web browsers with faceting capability. However, 
only humans can assemble standardized terms into sophisticated and complex concepts. 

Concepts, as expressed in “subject strings,” provide a level of analysis that cannot be provided by 
single words located by keyword searching. The subject displays created by LC employees using 
LCSH are much more efficient than Web-search mechanisms, such as those provided by Google 
or Amazon or LibraryThing, both in presenting easily intelligible and systematic overviews of 
available literature, and in preventing the burial of high quality sources within mountains of 
irrelevancies that have the right words in the wrong conceptual contexts. 

There are many complex technical requirements in enabling American scholars to gain a quick 
overview of very large and involved bodies of literature in all subject areas, and in the more than 
450 languages that the Library of Congress collects. The complexity of the work done by our 
professionals, however, results in a system that allows simple recognition of a wide variety of 
available search options within any subject, recognition that does not require prior subject 
expertise on the part of the researchers using the system. In other words, because of the 
professional work done by catalogers, researchers can simply recognize what they cannot specify 
in advance. 

These cataloging activities, the underpinning of scholarly research at the deepest and most 
comprehensive levels, cannot be replaced by the Web 2.0 mechanisms that the Working Group - 
and LC management itself - is recommending as their replacement. 

The Library’s Cataloging Policy and Support Office (CPSO) completed a report in March, 2007, 
entitled “Library of Congress Subject Headings, Pre- vs. Post-Coordination and Related Issues.” 
(http://www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/pre_vs_post.pdf) Endorsed in June, 2007, by senior cataloging 
division managers, the document supports current LCSH practice and provides suggestions for 
lowering the cost of the process. The report states that “ . . . pre-coordinated strings provide 
context, which is needed for ‘disambiguation, suggestibility, and precision’ and browsability. 
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Pre-coordinated strings have a sophisticated syntax that can express concepts better than single 
words, yet also can be faceted by systems to group topics into categories for post-coordinated 
displays when desirable.” Unfortunately this document was not publicly released by the Library 
until February, 2008, after the Working Group had conducted its deliberations, formulated its 
recommendations, and released its report. 

Internationally, LCSH is well known and widely used. The British Library, after a hiatus of eight 
years, reinstated its use of LCSH in January, 1995. (http://www.loc.gov/today/pr/1995/95- 
022.html) Library of Congress employees travel around the world to train library staffs to use 
LCSH. (http://www.loc.gov/catdir/lccn/lccnl012.html) Surveys conducted between 1997 and 
2000 by the International Federation of Library Associations and Organizations (IFLA) showed 
that LCSH is extensively used in national libraries worldwide. Many non-English speaking 
nations reported using a translation or adaptation of LCSH as their principal subject heading 
language (Heiner-Freiling, Magda. "‘Survey on Subject Heading Languages Used in National 
Libraries and Bibliographies,” in Cataloging & Classification Quarterly , vol. 29, no. 54, 2000). 

We believe that the dissolution of the current Library of Congress Subject Heading system would 
be a great loss to the nation and to the Library’s ability to organize and provide access to its 
collections. For further information on this topic, please see the Guild website 
www.guild2910.org. 

Appropriate staffing is another issue which raises our concern about the Library’s ability to 
provide service to our nation’s and the world’s libraries and their users. Over the last several 
years large numbers of staff have retired and their positions remain unfilled. These staff losses 
have been felt acutely in the technical services area where the absence of language and subject 
expertise to provide human analysis of the Library’s vast resources, both analog and digital, has 
left the Library ill-equipped to deal with the large volume of materials it receives. 

This places the Library in the position of being unable to provide to the nation’s libraries the high 
quality cataloging records which have been its hallmark. This is work that can only be performed 
by highly skilled, extensively trained and experienced, conscientious human beings. 

The proposed reorganization of LC’s acquisitions and cataloging operations includes plans to 
rewrite the position descriptions of professional catalogers in such a way as to minimize, or even 
eliminate, their need for subject expertise. Additionally, acquisition responsibilities, which 
require expert knowledge of a different set of skills and abilities, will be combined with 
cataloging duties in the new position descriptions, further diluting the attention paid to cataloging 
activities. More, rather than less, subject and language expertise is required to maintain 
cataloging process at the Library of Congress. 

Certainly all of the cataloging that needs to be done across the United States cannot be 
accomplished in one place, but, there are efficiencies to be gained by having a significant part of 
the work and the process for establishing guidelines for performing this work centralized at the 
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Library of Congress - the nation’s library. This has been the situation for most of the past 
century, but this system can easily be lost and not easily reconstructed. 

Is Library management exercising proper stewardship over the unique institution they guide? 
Will the legacy of the current Library management be a legacy of abandonment that discards 
useful and necessaiy activities that have been developed over decades? Shouldn’t the Library be 
working to integrate the unique contributions of the human information analysis performed by its 
staff with the potential of new technology? What should the Congress be doing to exercise its 
proper oversight responsibility as caretaker for the Library of Congress? 

Closing remarks 

We close our testimony with a plea to the Librarian’s Office to urge the new food service 
contractor, I. L. Creations, to settle its contract dispute with Local 25 of the Hotel and Restaurant 
Employees Union. This small group of dedicated employees has served the staff and public in 
Library cafeterias, some for over thirty years. The new food service contractor has attempted to 
quash their local union and, on more than one occasion, has called the police in an attempt to 
remove the union’s service representative from the premises (the LC police refused.) This is 
shameful. 

At the Library of Congress, the collective bargaining rights of every person - whether they work 
as reference librarians or in food service - must be upheld. 


“Where, after all, do universal human rights begin? In small places, close to home 
- the factory, farm, or office. Unless these rights have meaning there, they have 
little meaning anywhere. Without concerted citizen action to uphold them close to 
home, we shall look in vain for progress in the larger world." 

- Eleanor Roosevelt, 1 953 


### 
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Deaf and Hard of Hearing Employees 
at the 

Library of Congress 
Fact Sheet 

May 2008 


Deaf Staff Work 

The Library of Congress is a highly technical and academic workplace with a mission to make its 
resources available and useful to Congress and the American People and to sustain and preserve 
a universal collection of knowledge and creativity for future generations. Currently, eighteen deaf 
and hard of hearing staff members work throughout the Library providing service to the public 
and to Congress, creating collections of valuable materials, and sustaining programs provided by 
the Library. Many of these staff members are in senior positions with over 25 years of service. 
They are part of the Library’s extraordinary linguistic and cultural diversity. 

Where they work, what they do: 

• Congressional Research Service as Legislative Information Specialists 

• Financial Reports Office as an Accountant 

• Law Library as Legal Information Technicians and Clerk Assistants 

• Bibliographic Access Division as Catalogers, Senior Acquisition Assistant, Acquisition 
Assistant, Verification Cataloger, Copy Technician, and Serial Technician 

• Collections Access, Loan, and Management Division as Stack Attendants 

• Geography and Map Division as Senior Cataloging Specialist and Senior Cartographic 
Materials Cataloger 

• Prints and Photographs Division as Digital Conversion Specialist and Library Technician 

• Information Technology Services as Programmer/Systems Designer 

Cumulatively, the deaf/hard of hearing staff have several hundred years of experience which they 
are passing on to a new generation of librarians through an internship program for deaf high 
school students. Between five and ten deaf/hard of hearing students from the Model Secondary 
School for the Deaf participate in the Library of Congress’ Model Secondary School for the Deaf 
Internship Program (MIP) every Wednesday from October to April. The interns work in different 
divisions performing a variety of jobs in exchange for the work experience, training, and 
mentoring from senior deaf staff at the Library of Congress. 
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Deaf Staff Participate and Associate 

Three deaf staff members serve as officers of the LC Deaf Association. Deaf/hard of hearing staff 
are members of the Library's unions: AFSCME 2477, AFSCME 2910, and CREA. They serve 
on LC committees and LC councils. One deaf staff member served for almost thirty years on the 
LC Safety and Health Committee performing hundreds of workplace safety inspections and 
building a strong tradition of employee support for workplace safety that is unique in the 
Legislative Branch of government. Deaf/hard of hearing staff also belong to recognized LC 
employee organizations serving as members and officers. 

Interpreting Services Are Needed by All Staff 

Communication is one of the values of the Library of Congress and the Interpreting Services 
Program is a vital tool of communication for all staff. Deaf and hard of hearing employees and 
interns, and their hearing colleagues, rely on the Interpreting Services Program to folly 
communicate with each other and for foil participation in staff meetings, team or project 
meetings, one-on-one meetings, training/classes, organization meetings/events, committee 
meetings, council meetings, LC public events and programs, LC staff services, medical 
emergencies, staff social events, and other occasions. As with any organization, communication 
is key to collaboration and success. 

Due to staffing and funding problems and reorganizations at the Library, the Interpreting Services 
Program has declined over the past seven years thus hampering the work of deaf/hard of hearing 
staff and their colleagues. The Library needs a permanent full-time employee to provide 
interpreting service and it needs supplemental services by contact interpreters. Rebuilding the 
Interpreting Services Program will ensure that the Library is in compliance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act and contractual agreements with its unions. A good Interpreting Services 
Program will restore the Library’s reputation as a quality workplace for deaf/hard of hearing 
employees. 
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Curriculum Vitae 
J. Kent Dunlap 

Chief Negotiator. Library of Congress Professional Guild 


Guild Position 

For approximately 14 years I have served as the Guild's Chief Negotiator. 

Employment in the Copyright Office 

July 1971 to 1973 -Worked as an examiner in the Arts Section of the Examining Division of the 
Copyright Office 

1973 to 1975 - Employed as an Attorney-Advisor on the Legal Staff of the Examining Division 

1975 to 1992 - My position was transferred to the General Counsel's Office of the Copyright 
Office. 

1992 to present - Promoted to Principal Legal Advisor for the General Counsel. 

Education: BA. Psychology. 1966 University of Kentucky: JD University of Kentucky 1971; 
L.L.M. Georgetown University Law Center. 1974. 
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CLOSING REMARKS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. We appreciate 
your input. Mr. Latham? 

Mr. Latham. No questions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No, I don’t have any questions either. 
Thank you very much. We appreciate the opportunity to talk with 
you. We have at least three votes on the floor now. So the com- 
mittee will stand in recess until immediately following the last 
vote. 

[Recess.] 


AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

WITNESS 

HON. WILLIAM ORTON, AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

COMMITTEE MEETING RESUMES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Let me call the meeting to order once 
again. Next we will hear from the Honorable William Orton on be- 
half of the American Bar Association. Mr. Orton, your full state- 
ment will be entered for the record. And you can proceed with your 
5 minute summary. 

Opening Statement — Mr. Orton 

Mr. Orton. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman and members of 
the committee. It is a pleasure to be here. By way of introduction, 
I am Bill Orton. I was a former Member of the House of Represent- 
atives from 1991 to 1997, and I am a member of the American Bar 
Association’s Standing Committee on the Law Library of Congress. 

I am appearing today at the request of the President of the 
American Bar Association, William H. Neukom. I know from my 
experience in this body that you can read and have studied my 
written statements, and so I won’t go over all of that. I will simply 
touch a couple of the highlights and then respond to questions if 
you have any. The written testimony represents the position of the 
American Bar Association. My comments afterwards would rep- 
resent my own views. 


support full funding 

I won’t take time talking about the many wonderful things that 
I could spend hours on about the Law Library of Congress. But in 
1932 the ABA recognized the vital importance of the Law Library 
and formed the committee on which I serve to be the voice of the 
legal profession concerning the law library’s ongoing development 
and effective operation. Pursuant to our stewardship, we strongly 
support full and robust funding of both the entire Library and the 
Law Library of Congress. It is with this in mind that I convey to 
you the ABA’s deep appreciation of your support of the Library, but 
also sorrow in criticism for the serious wounds inflicted by many 
budgetary cuts in the past decade and a half. 

The Law Library has been recognized by American business as 
the mother lode of reliable information on foreign and comparative 
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law. With the expansion of American enterprise abroad, this area 
of law is critical. With a high percentage of foreign law specialists 
in the Law Library near or beyond retirement age, the Law Library 
does not have a budget to implement a succession plan to replace 
and train them. 

In addition to our support for full and robust funding for the Li- 
brary, we are also advocating for greater transparency in the ap- 
propriation process for the Law Library, thereby promoting greater 
liability of the Congress’ commitment to each of the Library’s suc- 
cesses. We also believe that one means of accomplishing such 
transparency could also provide a necessary mechanism for attract- 
ing private source funding from those whom the Library serves. I 
will return to that in a moment. 

We are sensitive to the realities of the appropriation process, rec- 
ognizing that some see it as a zero-sum game where you must take 
from the right hand to give to the left. I urge you to refrain from 
the analysis that would take funds from the larger library to give 
to the Law Library, but we do urge you to restore what was taken 
away over time and equip it to fully serve the functions for which 
it was created 175 years ago. 

CLASSIFICATION PROBLEMS 

There are obvious problems that continue at the Law Library. 
For instance, cataloging the law collection into the K classification. 
Despite the Library’s commitment to catalog the classification, a 
third of the entire collection remains under the old classification 
and unavailable because only a few staffers remember the old sys- 
tem and could find the volumes under that old classification. Sev- 
eral years after the Law Library created the K classification, while 
all other libraries have finished, the Law Library is the only library 
that has not completed the K classification. There is real concern 
the Law Library could become a museum. 

Periodicals and loose leaf collections, which provide the most cur- 
rent analysis and status of the law, until recently were as much 
as a year out of date. This standard among law libraries entails a 
delay of only 3 days to a week posting these services. The Law Li- 
brary, which was a year backlogged, currently takes 30 to 90 days 
to post. Under this standard our Law Library would rate only as 
a third-class Law Library. 

INDEPENDENT BUDGET AUTHORITY 

One remedy would be to fully fund the Library. Another step to- 
wards solution is to provide transparency and accountability 
through a process advanced by Senator Ted Stevens to create and 
require an independent line item and budget authority for the Law 
Library of Congress in the Federal budget of the Library of Con- 
gress. Accordingly, we have been working with Rep. Zoe Lofgren on 
legislation that would propose such an approach. 

In addition, our committee is interested and willing to assist 
with funding challenges of the Law Library of Congress. As a vehi- 
cle to receive private funding assistance, Rep. Lofgren’s bill would 
authorize a private-public funding foundation to support the Li- 
brary of Congress’ ongoing projects. We have included Dr. 
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Billington and his staff in discussions of these and other creative 
solutions. 

We want to be clear that the Library staff opposes the budget 
line item for the Law Library. We continue to seek creative solu- 
tions with the Library. But until such an alternative is advanced, 
we ask for your support for the line item for the Law Library and 
for the public-private foundation. 

SPECIAL APPROPRIATION 

We also seek your support for a special appropriation of a modest 
$3.5 million to bring the Law Library collection current, cover nec- 
essary staff replacement and other needed resources. We also ask 
for your support for the global legal information network to achieve 
stability. A private foundation was established to transition 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. About 30 seconds. 

Mr. Orton [continuing]. To transition into a nongovernmental 
entity; however, it is a victim of its own rapid growth. It now needs 
a minimum of funding to carry it until it can transition to an all- 
private foundation. 

And with that, I would be happy to answer any questions you 
might have. 

[Mr. Orton’s prepared statement, disclosure form, and resume 
follow:] 



106 



Statement of the 

HONORABLE WILLIAM ORTON 


on behalf of the 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

submitted to the 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

of the 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

on the subject of 

THE LAW LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 


May 7, 2008 




107 


Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member Latham, Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am Bill Orton, former member of the U.S. House of Representatives from 1991 through 1997, 
and I currently serve as a member of the American Bar Association Standing Committee on the 
Law Library of Congress, At the request of ABA President William H. Neukom, I appear before 
you today on behalf of the Association’s 413,000 members to deliver testimony on special 
funding issues facing both the Library and Law Library of Congress. Thank you for the 
opportunity to appear before you today, and 1 am happy to answer any questions at the 
conclusion of my statement. 

As you may know, the Library of Congress was founded in 1 800 as a resource for Members of 
Congress. It has since grown into an unparalleled public institution of staggering proportion, 
housing more than 130 million items in 90 collections, including books, periodicals, film, and 
audio recordings, in 470 languages. In 1 832, a law was enacted further recognizing the special 
status and role of the Library’s law collection, calling for its separation from the rest of the 
library, and thus creating the Law Department of the Library of Congress. The Law Library of 
Congress has since become the world’s largest such repository, including more than 2.3 million 
legal volumes and periodicals. The magnitude of these priceless collections renders their value 
to our nation and the world, as well as the challenges to their daily administration, unique. 

In 1932, in recognition of the vital importance of the Law Library of Congress to the 
administration of justice and the rule of law, the ABA formed a permanent committee to serve as 
the voice of the legal profession concerning the Law Library’s ongoing development and 
effective operation. Because of its residence within the Library of Congress system, and the 
interrelationship among various Library collections, the American Bar Association supports the 
full and robust funding of both the Library and Law Library of Congress. It is with this 
commitment in mind that I convey to you both our deep appreciation for the support that the 
Library and the Law Library receive each year, as well as criticism for the relative cuts these 
grand institutions have endured Such shortages do not merely represent the loss of new or 
special projects. Even just the inability to fill certain core positions can undermine the libraries’ 
daily operations and the aspirational mission on which each was formed. 

As it relates to the Law Library of Congress, this difference between what is required and what is 
received affects not only the Members of Congress, but also the Law Library’s fast-growing list 
of clientele. The Law Library of Congress has been thought to serve the branches of state and 
federal government; the legal profession; universities and law schools; corporate law 
departments; and the general public. Today, with its massive collection and the launch of 
auspicious initiatives such as the Global Legal Information Network (GLIN), comprised of laws 
and other legal information from contributing nations, the Law Library of Congress is recognized 
as the ultimate source of international trade law and an anchor for the rule of law, worldwide. 

As American corporations have discovered, the Law Library of Congress has become the 
“mother lode” of reliable information on foreign and comparative law. It is precisely those fields 
to which a growing number of lawyers - government and private - are turning to support 
American enterprise abroad, as well as foreign investment here at home. New business 
establishment, labor laws, and transportation rules are in the specialized knowledge of selected 
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Law Library staff, a staff whose looming succession can best be implemented with assured 
budget sums at hand. Such resources, however, also serve to support the cultural status of the 
Rule of Law. When Afghanistan was liberated from Taliban rule, it was the Law Library of 
Congress that located and provided to the Afghani people a preserved copy of their constitution 
and laws. Other collections within the larger Library of Congress further promote global 
stability and security. For example, it was in the social studies collection that the only known 
copy of the autobiography of Osama bin Laden was found. 

Yet, despite these impressive accounts, the Library of Congress still must engage in an 
unenviable priority-setting process with no one department receiving the funding it truly needs, 
including the Law Library. Over the past 30 years, the ABA has on five occasions adopted 
formal resolutions intended to help protect the integrity of the Law Library in the face of some 
budget-saving proposals. The first such resolution, adopted by the ABA House of Delegates in 
1979, countered an effort by the Library of Congress’s Director of Library Services to terminate 
the Law Library of Congress as its own department and make it a mere subdivision under 
another. The result was a letter from the chair of the Oversight Committee, reminding that the 
status and location of the Law Library were decisions reserved for the United States Congress, 
alone. Another ABA proposal in 1 992 advanced by former Congressman Charles “Mac” 
Mathias, then chair of our Standing Committee, proposed transforming it into an independent 
National Law Library as a means, in part, of protecting it from an effort to make it part of the 
social studies collection. It is out of this historic context that our protectionism of the Law 
Library has grown - not as a self-serving proposition of the organized bar but in defense of its 
institutional mission. 

That said, we hold the current Librarian of Congress, Dr. James Billington, in very high regard. 
Under his inspirational leadership, the Library of Congress has not only entered but moved to the 
forefront of the digital age, increasing the access and relevance of the Library collection to all. 

As with other portions of the Library collection, he has been a supporter of the Law Library to 
the extent his available funding allows. Consequently, we are not now advocating for an 
independent National Law Library. Nevertheless, we believe that one way we can best serve the 
interest and efforts of the Librarian and Law Librarian of Congress is by supporting a greater 
transparency in the appropriations process, promoting greater accountability of the Congress’s 
commitment to each of the libraries’ success. We believe one particular means of doing this 
would further provide a necessary mechanism for attracting private source funding from those 
whom the Law Library serves. I will return to this in a moment. 

We are sensitive to the fact that the appropriations process can represent for many a zero-sum 
shell game, taking from the right hand what it gives to the left. Over the years, however, the 
Librarian of Congress has leveraged synergies among the collections and staff in adapting to 
funding and resource challenges. This also means that if one of the contributing departments of 
the Library must absorb a cut, it will have a disproportionately adverse impact on the Library’s 
overall operation. Accordingly, we urge you to refrain from an analysis that equates supporting 
one department to the detriment of the others since this would effectively punish the Library of 
Congress for its stretch for efficiency at a time when Congress is too often called upon to provide 
enhanced funding to more poorly-managed endeavors. Unlike other requests for support, we are 
not calling for the enrichment of the Law Library of Congress at the expense of other projects 
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and programs under your review. We are advocating for the restoration of what has been taken 
from it over time, and to equip it to fully serve the function for which it was created 175 years 
ago. 

Consider, for example, that despite an ongoing commitment from the Librarian of Congress to 
dedicate surplus funds to reduce the Law Library’s backlog in cataloguing and classification, 
nearly one-third of the Law Library’s volumes remained uncatalogued, accessible only to select 
Law Library staff. Save for special funds made available by the Congress a few years ago, the 
Law Library would still be without adequate resources to fully implement the model K 
classification system, a system it helped develop and which serves as the standard for law 
libraries nationwide. In harsh reality, there have been moments when qualified observers feared 
the Law Library was at risk of becoming a museum. We agree with the observation of Dr. 
Rubens Medina, Law Librarian of Congress, that “[t]he law demands an unforgiving margin of 
currency.” Contrast that statement with the dilemma, until very recently, in which the Law 
Library’s periodicals and loose-leaf subscriptions - which provide the most current analysis and 
status of the laws - were as much as one year out of date. Standard law library practice entails 
delay of no more than one week, preferably three days. In this way, our world class institution 
may operate as only a second-class law library. 

There are other consequences, as well. Turnover in Law Library senior staff - especially experts 
in foreign law - has meant a drop in the efficiency of operation as new staff is trained and this is 
presuming ample funding has been provided to fill all vacated positions. Accompanying this, a 
loss of institutional knowledge of the collection impedes proper classification. Further, the 
escalating cost of acquisition for new volumes and scholarly periodicals, and preservation of 
older ones, is slowly putting those critical materials beyond the Law Library’s reach or 
protection. Given the state of the current collection, it would seem that even the cost-effective 
move to broader digitization of the Law Library’s collection would require greater resources than 
it can currently afford. 

One remedy would be to fully fund the Library of Congress. Until that happens, reliable 
solutions for funding both the Library of Congress and the Law Library of Congress at 
appropriate levels have proven elusive. While we would prefer a simpler solution than 
legislation, we believe following years of deliberation that the most practical albeit imperfect 
means of providing the required transparency and accountability to improve matters was 
advanced by Senator Ted Stevens, i.e., to create, and require for the future, an independent line 
item and budget authority for the Law Library of Congress in the federal budget of the Library of 
Congress. That way Congress would have a clearer understanding of the relationship between 
funding provided and the operational status of the Law Library, as well as provide greater public 
transparency as to the federal commitment to both the Library’s and the Law Library’s success. 

Accordingly, we have been working with Representative Zoe Lofgren on legislation that would 
propose just such an approach, as well as additional measures to bring the Law Library collection 
current and enhance the level of services it is able to provide. For example, one matter under 
Representative Lofgren’s consideration arose from our appearance before the Committee on 
House Administration in October 2007. Following our testimony at that time. Committee 
members inquired whether the bar was willing to help with the funding challenges facing the 
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Law Library of Congress, to which we responded emphatically yes. Consequently, the 
congresswoman is considering language to authorize a private-public foundation to support the 
Law Library’s ongoing projects. We do want to be clear that these deliberations have included 
consultation with the staff of the Library of Congress who oppose the budget line item and 
authority for the Law Library. We remain committed to exploring with them other creative 
solutions to these issues. However, for the reasons I have stated and until such an alternative is 
advanced, we ask for your support of these efforts including support for the private public 
partnership as it may develop and grow. 

We further seek your support for one additional request: a special appropriation to the Law 
Library. We understand that the Herculean task of bringing the collection current would require 
a comparatively modest $3.5 million to cover the necessary staff and other resources. Of course, 
we would ask that you support this request but without imposing a damaging offset to what we 
understand to be an already-stretched Library of Congress budget. The backlog within the Law 
Library is the product of difficult funding decisions each year, and it would be unfortunate if the 
funding problems were merely displaced to another important collection. 

We believe it is important to emphasize that we also have been willing to explore non-financial 
contributions to these efforts. During a productive meeting with the Librarian of Congress and 
key members of his staff in January of this year, we discussed our mutual interest in organizing 
volunteers, such as from law firms and law libraries, who would each donate months of their 
time to aid with the catalogue and classification backlog at the Law Library. We had received 
warm support from the community as we presented this concept. However, in a subsequent 
conversation with Library staff, we learned that this effort was likely insufficient given the need 
for highly-trained professionals experienced in the catalogue and classification of foreign 
language law materials in their native tongue. Given the nature of the work, we understand this 
project would require the commitment of three full-time employees for a period of at least 
several years. While we will continue to explore opportunities for providing support to this 
critical project from within the legal community, it is untenable that the nation’s Law Library 
operates below what the law’s currency requires. Accordingly, we urge you to support the 
additional $3.5 million to begin these efforts as soon as possible. 

Supporting the Law Library in these ways can help achieve stability for GLIN, too. An element 
of Dr. Billington’s powerful initiatives for information’s digital future, GLIN is a searchable 
digital database comprised of laws and legal materials from a growing list of more than 30 
member nations and has been well understood by Members of Congress to be a way of 
monitoring government solutions in other lands. Targeted in recent years was GLIN’s transition 
to a private foundation, funded by its growing number of member nations or authorized national 
and international bodies. However, GLIN’s accelerated growth has made such transition 
impractical for the time being. Continued funding beyond the minimum required to maintain the 
network has been sought in order to safely cross that bridge without losing momentum. Wc 
would ask that you support any such requests when presented, 

I thank you for your consideration of our concerns and proposed solutions. I respectfully request 
that this formal statement be made part of the hearing record and I look forward to answering 
any questions you may have. 
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Memorandum to: House Appropriations Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
From: Kenneth Goldsmith, ABA Legislative Counsel 

Date: May 1, 2008 

Subject: Federal Government Grants 

Attached is a list of all Federal Government grants to the American Bar Association Fund for 
Justice and Education in existence since October 31, 2004 through November 2007. This 
document is expected to be updated again later this month. 

The dates listed in the middle column indicate the date of first official award document from the 
federal agency. Any supplemental awards have been included in the total award column and any 
extensions to the original award are included in the final column. 
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)eria Legal Aid Project Freedom House/U.S. Agency for International Developmenl 
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Legionai Judicial Program Freedom House/U.S. Agency for International Development 



127 



>epartment 



128 



lependent States 



129 




130 




131 


December, 2000 to 2003 


September, 2003 to 
Present 


June, 2002 to present 


March, 2000 to 
November, 2000 


July, 1997 to February, 
2000 


November, 1 998 to 
March, 2000 


January, 1991 to January, 
1997 


William H. Orton 

36 N. Wolcott Street 
Salt Lake City, UT. 84103 

801/531-6686 (Office) 801/533-2455 (home) 801/440-5625 (cell) 
billorton@att.net 


Professional Experience 

BUCKLAND ORTON, LLC 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Of Counsel, Attorney. Tax attorney in law firm. Rated in Martindale-Hubble with the highest 
“A V” rating. Areas of practice included Federal Tax Law, Banking and Finance, and Federal 
Policy Practice, Congressional, Executive Branch, and Administrative Agency Representation. 
Now retired from active practice of law. 

The Pitney Bowes Bank 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Director. Member of the Board of Directors of the Pitney Bowes Bank, a Utah ILC. 

The University of Phoenix 

Utah Campus, Salt Lake City , Utah 

Instructor. Design and instruct graduate and undergraduate college courses in the fields of law 
and accounting. 

Candidate for Public Office - Governor, State of Utah 

Utah State. 

Political Candidate. Conducted political campaign throughout the State of Utah as candidate for 
election to the office of Governor of the State of Utah, 

Jones Waldo Holbrook & McDonough 

Salt Lake City, Utah and Washington, DC 

Attorney. Areas of practice include Federal Tax Law, Banking and Finance, and Federal Policy 
Practice, Congressional, Executive Branch, and Administrative Agency Representation. (Attorney 
for Idaho Potato Growers v. Rubin - US Supreme Court Case that repealed the line-item- veto). 

Advantage 

Washington, DC 

Consultant. Member of a team of former Members of the United States Congress that specializes 
in developing and executing bipartisan legislative strategies and tactics, and provides information, 
analysis and insight into current legislation as well as government policy. 

United States House of Representatives 

Utah 3rd Congressional District 

US Representative. Served as an elected Member of the United States Congress representing the 
people of the Third Congressional District of Utah. Served on the Banking & Finance Committee, 
the Budget Committee, the Foreign Relations Committee, and the Small Business Committee. 

Also member of the Entitlement Reform Commission, Founding Member of The Coalition (known 
as “Blue Dog Democrats”), and Founder of the Information Technology Caucus. 
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May, 1 980 to November, 
i990 

May, 1980 to December. 
1981 


December, 1966 to 
December 1977 


May, 1978 to December, 
1990 


May, 1975 to December, 
1987 


1977 to 1979 


1972 to 1973 


1966-67 and 1970-72 


1 967 - present 


1980-86 


William H. Orton, Attorney at Law 

Salt Lake City, Utah and Washington, DC 
Attorney. Areas of practice limited to Federal Tax Law. 

W-i Forest Products, Inc. 

Portland, Oregon 

House Counsel In-house tax attorney for corporation involved in multiple acquisitions and 
mergers. 

Internal Revenue Service 

Ogden , Utah and Portland, Oregon 

Various positions. Audited tax returns of individuals, partnerships and corporations. Also trained 
new IRS Agents. 

Tax Training Institute - Northwest Center for Professional Education - Real Estate 
Tax Institute 

Portland, Oregon, Seattle, Washington and Washington, DC. 

Instructor. Designed, conducted and instructed continuing education programs for Attorneys and 
CPAs throughout the United States. 

Brigham Young University Law School - Portland State University - Portland 
Community College 

Provo, Utah and Portland, Oregon. 

Instructor. Designed and instructed college and law school courses on Federal Tax Law. 


Education 

J. Reuben Clark Law School, Brigham Young University 

Provo, Utah. 

J.D., (Juris Doctorate) 

Brigham Young University 

Provo, Utah. 

B.S., Anthropology / Archaeology 

Weber State College 

Ogden, Utah. 

Undergraduate work in Anthropology, Sociology, and Accounting 


Organizations 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 

Utah, Oregon, Idaho & Washington, DC 

Served as a missionary and numerous positions in lay clergy. 

American Inns of Court 

Provo, Utah 

Founder and Charter Member of original Inn - Organization now consists of several hundred Inns 
at law schools throughout the United States and has been sanctioned by the US Supreme Court. 
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1980 - present 


June, 1997 to present 


1985-90 


1988-9! 


Bar Associations 

Utah & Washington, DC 

Member of Utah State Bar, Washington, DC Bar, Federal Bar for Utah District, Federal Bar for 
District of Columbia, 10 th Circuit Court of Appeals Bar, US Tax Court Bar, US Supreme Court 
Bar, American Bar Association - Standing Committee on Law Library of Congress. 

Standing Committee on the Law Library of Congress - American Bar Association 

Washington, DC. 

Committee Member. Advocate in behalf of the Law Library of Congress before Members and 
Committees of the United States House of Representatives and the United States Senate on issues 
of budget and operations of the library. 

Sundance Home Owners Association 

Sundance, Utah 

Chairman of Home Owners Association 

Great Western Trail Foundation 

Provo, Utah 

Founder and Member of Board of Trustees 

Interests 

Private Pilot, Award Winning Amateur Photographer, Certified Scuba Diver, Fly Fishing, Skiing, 
Training and Riding Horses. Being a Dad. 
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ENHANCED PRIVATE FUNDING 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Orton. 
Doesn’t the Library of Congress already have the ability to raise 
private funds for the Law Library? 

Mr. Orton. They do have the ability to raise private funding. 
The problem that we have had, as we go around seeking funding 
and the amount of funding and the continuing nature of the fund- 
ing that would be needed to fund the type of projects that the Law 
Library needs, we find that people are hesitant to commit the 
amount and the continuing funding without being certain that 
their private source funding will not simply replace government ap- 
propriations. The way to do that is provide transparency of the gov- 
ernment appropriations so they can see through the line item that 
the government appropriations are there, they are continuing. And 
then they know that the money that is going into the private foun- 
dation is not replacing the government appropriations. They are 
going into the private foundation and the private foundation is 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The same thing could still happen. 
Congress could still back out the same funds because it would be 
public how much money you raised into the foundation. 

Mr. Orton. They could. But it would be then public and there 
would be public accountability for what is happening. There would 
be transparency. It would be evident that because the private foun- 
dation money is coming in, that then more budget cuts are going 
directly to the Library. And it would be very evident that the pub- 
lic funding of the Library is going down while the private funding 
is going up. And then you could tie it directly and put public pres- 
sure to bring the public funding back up. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And then as far as the line item itself, 
a separate line item, wouldn’t that make it more difficult for the 
Library of Congress to transfer money to the Law Library in the 
event there was an emergency? 

Mr. Orton. I don’t see why it would. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, my understanding is that it 
would. Administratively it would be more difficult for them to 
seamlessly transfer funds to you in the event there was a funding 
gap if you have a separate line item. The way our silos work, if you 
have a separate silo, then it is not seamless, like it is right now, 
that you are just part of the overall library’s budget. 

Mr. Orton. Well, their budget has been so small and is such a 
small percentage of the overall budget there have not been emer- 
gencies. I don’t know what type of emergency there would be neces- 
sitating any kind of significant contribution. I would think that if 
there were such an emergency, the private sector could step in and 
help with that kind of an emergency also. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Orton. We appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Orton. I appreciate the opportunity. 


NATIONAL TOUR ASSOCIATION 

WITNESS 

HON. JAMES SANTINI, NATIONAL TOUR ASSOCIATION 
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NATIONAL TOUR ASSOCIATION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next we will hear from the Honorable 
James Santini representing the National Tour Association. Mr. 
Santini, your full statement will be in the record and you can pro- 
ceed with your summary of your 5-minute statement. 

Mr. Santini. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. 

Opening Statement — Mr. Santini 

Mr. Santini. I appreciate the opportunity to represent the Na- 
tional Tour Association before you and your committee on the vital 
topic of access to the new Visitor Center. It is a matter of keen con- 
cern and interest to a broad cross-section of the motor coach and 
tour industry. You see, I am from the National Tour Association. 
And that is an organization that carries packaged tour members. 
But we have the American Bus Association, we have the Youth 
Travel Association, we have the United Motor Coach Association. 

cvc transportation plan 

And we are deeply concerned about the proposal for how to man- 
age in peak period up to 1,000 tour buses, 55,000 tours coming to 
Washington, D.C., and presumably many of them visit the Capitol 
Visitor Center by having them disembark at Union Station, park 
at Union Station, and then be required to get on an alternative 
form of transportation provided by the Circulator or the District of 
Columbia. Pay a dollar apiece to go to and a dollar apiece to come 
back from the Visitor Center. That response is not an adequate so- 
lution in any way to reasonable access, reasonable management of 
the volume of the tourists that come by motor coach. 

Let me ask you to look at the solutions or the responses that I 
think are more in the vein of common sense than the one that has 
been proposed in the transportation plan that you are considering. 

SECURITY PROCEDURES 

Put into place a system whereby tour buses, passengers and 
their contents are inspected to enable them to move to the closest 
drop-off point to the new Capitol Visitor Center. The system could 
maintain maximum security and little logistical problem for the 
public or CVC security personnel. 

Travel and tourism advocacy groups suggest the establishment of 
procedures through which tour operators can minimize screening 
by using steps to expedite clearance such as no luggage on the bus, 
registering the passenger and scheduling in advance or other steps 
that will assist the Capitol Police in their duties to maintain max- 
imum security. 

Identify an area close to the Capitol Visitor Center that can 
serve as a location for screening, holding empty buses, and waiting 
to reload their passengers after visiting Capitol Hill. 

Four, drop-off locations for security-cleared buses to pick up and 
drop off passengers on a prescheduled basis. 

And five, establish an internal-external communications plan to 
educate tour operators on how to participate in the implementation 
of the overall program. 
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I would use the remaining few minutes of time to 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. A minute and 10. 

Mr. Santini. What is that? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have a minute. 

Mr. Santini. All right. I will try to keep it to 60 seconds. 

If you and the members of your committee, Madam Chair, were 
to issue, I think, a rational mandate to all the parties of interest 
involved in this particular issue, compel them to sit in a room, ei- 
ther in the Union Station or in the Capitol Hill Police station, and 
hammer out a balanced and rational response here, we all have an 
interest in making this work better than it ever could or would 
under the proposed travel plan. And we should be able collectively, 
all parties of interest, to hammer out that solution and come back 
to you with a proposal that has unanimous support of the parties 
of interest. And I think we would be able to do that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Does that conclude your testimony? 

Mr. Santini. That concludes my testimony. 

[Mr. Santini’s disclosure form and bio, and the prepared state- 
ment of Randy Julian and his disclosure form and bio, follow:] 



137 


Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
Witness Disclosure Requirement - ‘Truth in Testimony” 
Required by House Rule XI, Clause 2(g) 
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1. Are you testifying on behalf of a Federal, State, or Local Yes No 
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3. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any federal grants or contracts 
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Jim Santini 
Legislative Counsel 
National Tour Association 

Jim Santini has been the National Tour Association's Washington representative since 
1983. Prior to his work with NTA, he served four terms from 1975 to 1983 in the U.S. 
Congress as the only House member from Nevada, 

Santini has worked extensively in the travel industry. He was the 1997/98 co-chair of 
American Recreation Coalition monthly Exchange Issue Luncheons and the 1995/96 
chair for the Public Lands Working Group for the Travel and Tourism Government Affairs 
Council. 

In 1991, Santini co-chaired TTGAC's Tax Working Group, and he continued his work 
with the council from 1993 to 1994 as the co-chair for its Campaign to Keep Travel 
Competition. This campaign coalesced the entire industry to challenge unfair taxes and 
fees being foisted upon the American traveler. 

Santini was active from 1988 to 1997 as a member of the executive committee of 
TTGAC, which represented 36 national associations in the tourism industry. During 1983 
to 1996, he was also a member of the House Travel and Tourism Caucus Advisory 
Board. 

From 1979 to 1982, Santini served as chair of the U.S. Congressional Travel and 
Tourism Caucus, which became the largest Democratic/Republican caucus organization 
in the House of Representatives and the first of its kind in Congress. Under Santini's 
chairmanship, the caucus led the legislative charge that produced the National Tourism 
Policy Act of 1981. 

Among Santini’s many recognitions are NTA's Third Annual Award of Merit and the 
National Legislative Award from the Recreation Vehicle Industry Association. He was 
also named Travel Industry of America's Man of the Year in Travel as well as one of The 
25 Most Influential Executives in the Tour and Travel Industry, by Tour and Travel News. 
In 1982, the U.S. Congressional Travel and Tourism Caucus presented Santini with its 
Annual Appreciation Award. 



139 


NTA 

National Tour Association 


The National Tour Association 


Statement 


On the Transportation Plan for the 


Capitol Visitors Center 


Presented by: 


Randy Julian 
2007 Chairman and CEO 
National Tour Association 


May 7, 2008 
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Chair Wasserman Shultz and members of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to talk to you today about the Capitol Visitors Center and 
transportation issues that will have a great impact on the packaged travel industry. 

I am Randy Julian and I am the Immediate Past Chairman of the National Tour 
Association. The National Tour Association is the nation's leading packaged travel trade 
association, with more than 600 tour operators amongst our nearly 3000 members. 
Approximately 300 of our member tour operators feature tours to the Washington, DC 
area, so the question of access to the Capitol Visitors Center is an important one to our 
member tour operators. 

The National Tour Association has a diverse membership serving all aspects of the 
travel industry. A significant portion of our tour operator population serves student 
groups. As you are all aware, many student groups come to Washington, DC every year 
as part of their history and civics education. It is our members' responsibility that these 
groups have the most educational, fulfilling and safe experience as possible. 

NTA, along with our allied associations the American Bus Association, the 
Student/Youth Travel Association, the United Motorcoach Association and the Guide 
Service of Washington, are concerned that the current transportation plan for the Capitol 
Visitors Center will cause unnecessary hardship for visitors. Of particular concern to this 
coalition, known as the Travel and Tourism Advocacy Group, is the plan to have 
passengers disembark from motorcoaches and either walk to the Capitol or pay an 
additional fee to ride the Circulator to the Visitors Center. 

I will briefly address these concerns as well as outline some possible solutions that we 
think will enhance the visitor experience as well as maintain necessary security. 

Thousands of student tour groups visit the Washington, DC area annually. Many of 
these groups have 200 or more students in 4-5 motorcoaches. These participants must 
stay with their chaperones and in specific numbers. Having these students get off of their 
coaches, only to board smaller vehicles, creates significant logistical problems for the 
group, for the CVC, and for the tour operator. 

In addition, the plan to use Union Station as a parking lot for motorcoaches is simply not 
practical. Only 90 motorcoach parking spaces are available at Union Station and the 
demand for them far outweighs supply. Adding Capitol Visitor Center motorcoaches to 
that environment will most certainly cause endless traffic concerns. Where are these 
coaches park while their groups are in the Center? And, as my colleague Peter Pantuso 
of the American Bus Association noted in testimony presented on Apr. 1 to the House 
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings and Emergency 
Management: 

During the peak season, 1,000 private motorcoaches bring as many as 55,000 
visitors each day into the District of Columbia. There is no way that anywhere 
near that number can be accommodated in the area in front of or around Union 
Station. In addition, the limited space at Union Station would not be able to 
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accommodate the D C. Circulator buses that would be needed to load and 
unload passengers to and from the CVC. 

Lastly, the travel and tourism industry is somewhat puzzled that the DC Circulator buses 
are considered less of a security risk than chartered motorcoaches. The ban on 
privately-chartered motorcoaches from the Capitol area makes little sense. Without 
digressing too much on this topic, private motorcoaches have many layers of security to 
ensure that all passengers are known to the tour operator and/or tour group leaders and 
have chaperones and/or guides to check passenger identities. We think that 
motorcoaches are the solution to security-related concerns, not the problem. 

The Travel and Tourism Advocacy Group suggests a few commonsense solutions to the 
Capitol Visitors Center transportation and access issue. 

1 . Put into place a system whereby tour buses passengers and contents can be 
inspected to enable them to move to the closest drop off point to the new Capitol 
Visitors Center. This system would maintain maximum security and little logistical 
problems for the public or CVC security personnel. The TTAG also suggests that 
implementation of a thorough screening system, possibly including pre- 
registration, company based clearances, and/or on site inspections, be created 
as part of this process. 

2. The Travel & Tourism Advocacy Group suggests the establishment of 
procedures through which tour operators can minimize screening by using steps 
to expedite clearance, such as having no luggage on the bus, registering the 
passengers and scheduling in advance, or other steps which will assist the 
Capitol Police in its duties to maintain maximum security. 

3. Identify an area close to the Capitol Visitors Center, which can serve as a 
location for both screening and holding emptied busses waiting to reload their 
passengers after visiting Capitol Hill and the Capitol Visitors Center. Having 
amenities for the drivers, such as a lounge and refreshment area, would be 
appreciated. The Travel & Tourism Advocacy Group would work with the City of 
Washington to identify an appropriate location and improvements which would 
facilitate maximum economic impact for the District. 

4. Identify a drop off location for security cleared busses to pick-up and drop-off 
passengers on a pre-scheduled basis. This location will be close enough to the 
new Capitol Visitors Center (such as the National Botanical Garden, already 
manned by Capitol Hill police) so that everyone will have easy pedestrian access 
to the CVC without a fee based circulator transfer being required. The Travel & 
Tourism Advocacy Group will work with its governmental partners to implement 
all of the previously cited steps to make this more accessible drop point work 
smoothly. 

5. Establish an internal and external communications plan to educate tour operators 
on how to participate in the implementation of this overall program. The Travel & 
Tourism Advocacy Group will use their collective membership and media 
contacts to assist their governmental partners in notifying the industry of these 
new procedures in order to maximize security, enhance visitation, and provide 
the best visitor experience possible 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss these important issues with you today. I would 
be delighted to answer any questions you may have. 
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Randy Julian 

NTA Immediate Past Chairman and CEO 

Randy Julian is the president of Julian Tours, located in Alexandria, Virginia, and is the 
immediate past chairman and CEO of the National Tour Association. NTA has a global 
membership of tourism professionals involved in the growth and development of the 
packaged travel industry. 

Julian founded Julian Tours with his brother, Mark, in 1980, and today the company 
operates student and leisure packages throughout the United States and Canada. Julian 
Tours serves as a receptive operator for Washington, D.C., and serves the student 
market with curriculum-based educational tours. The company also wholesales to tour 
operators and travel agents. 

Julian, who is a more than 20-year veteran of NTA, has served the association the past 
five years on its Board of Directors. He has received NTA's “Bulldog of the Year" award 
for his government relations activities, and he has served in a wide variety of volunteer 
capacities over the years. 

Outside of NTA, Julian volunteers with a number of national and global travel trade 
organizations as well as local organizations in suburban Washington, D.C. He lives in 
Alexandria with his wife Araxi, daughter Nicole and beagle Maggie. 
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BUS DROP-OFF POINTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. This committee 
has been quite concerned about the proposal for bus transportation 
and drop-off, at the CVC. I followed up after our last CVC hearing 
when Mr. Latham and I expressed concern about the plan to use 
the West Front as well as the Union Station for drop-off and bus 
parking at Union Station. We have the same concerns about — and 
I feel comfortable speaking for both of us but I am sure he can 
speak for himself — we have concerns about the dollar charge. We 
have concerns about the number of people that would end up being 
able to go on each Circulator bus because with large groups of 
school kids that we get coming through here all the time, the 
amount of time it would take to transport them from Union Station 
to the Capitol would really be too much to expect of a large group 
of kids like that to wait. 

So I met with Terri Rouse, the Executive Director of the Capitol 
Visitor Center, and talked to her about that. They envision that 
mostly the drop-offs would continue at the West Front. That is both 
from Chief Morse as well as Terri Rouse. And the option for Union 
Station would be mostly used to park the buses, if that plan is how 
they go forward, where most people are going to be dropped off at 
the West Front and buses can park at Union Station, where they 
cannot do that now. Right now they are expected to circulate until 
they pick up their group again. That seems actually better than the 
situation now. 

Mr. Santini. That essentially, as I understand it, is the situation 
now, Madam Chair. At least insofar as I understand that dis- 
embark and embark procedure that they have. 

PRIVATE SECTOR ROLE 

We are suggesting that the private sector should assume a larger 
responsibility and role here. For example, they would empty all 
luggage from all motor coaches that are providing access to the 
Capitol Hill before they get to Capitol Hill. And I think adding a 
signific ant 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Where would you do that? 

Mr. Santini. They would leave them at the hotel. They would 
just simply not bring them with them. And they would arrange 
their tour schedule in such a fashion that they would have a pre- 
arranged deposit point for that luggage with the understanding 
that that is a reasonable way to gain access to the new Visitor Cen- 
ter. And then provide in advance, for example, in coordination with 
the Capitol Hill Police, not only an itinerary but the clearance of 
who is on that coach. And for the most part, a significant number 
are students who are coming to visit Capitol Hill as part of their 
school assignment. Tens of thousands are represented by that cat- 
egory. A minimum amount of security risk, I think, is entailed in 
those kinds of access situations. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Santini. And we want to be a partner in the resolution here. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, we will be sure to relay that de- 
sire on the part of the Tour Association to the Capitol Visitor Cen- 
ter leadership. Mr. Latham. 
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TALKS WITH CAPITOL POLICE 

Mr. Latham. Yeah. I just appreciate your putting forth some 
ideas. This obviously is a big issue with us. The police have said 
that, you know, they are going to have such a backlog of buses it 
is going to be impossible to manage. Number one, have you talked 
to the Capitol Police? Number two, do you have an answer for 
them? 

Mr. Santini. I think, in part, we suggest an answer to the Cap- 
itol Police in the conclusion of our testimony today. And I believe 
that if we are going to use the West Front as a meaningful drop- 
off point, that is a situation that exists now. As I understand it, 
that First Street entrance facility there by the Botanical Gardens 
is what they have now. We are also offering to make that part of 
the scrutiny job that much easier by arriving with baggage bays 
that are empty. 

Mr. Latham. It is still going to back it up. Have you talked to 
the Capitol Police? 

Mr. Santini. Yes. Since 2003 we have been in an ongoing discus- 
sion with the Capitol Police. And I suppose we were responsible at 
one point in time for deferring implementation of this particular 
plan to this date with our persuasive efforts. This particular plan 
from Ms. Rouse and the Capitol Police, to be honest with you, 
caught us somewhat by surprise because we thought that we had 
addressed and taken care of the issue of access to the Capitol by 
motor coach. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Santini. Thank you, Madam Chair. 


EASTER SEALS 

WITNESS 

JENNIFER DEXTER, ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENT RE- 
LATIONS, EASTER SEALS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next we will hear from Jennifer Dex- 
ter, the Assistant Vice President of Government Relations for 
Easter Seals. Ms. Dexter, your full statement will be entered into 
the record and you can proceed with a 5-minute summary. 

Opening Statement — M s. Dexter 

Ms. Dexter. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. I appreciate 
the opportunity to be here today. Easter Seals very much appre- 
ciates the opportunity to come today to talk about how visitors, ad- 
vocates and people with disabilities particularly will be able to ac- 
cess the new Capitol Visitor Center. We appreciate all the work 
that has gone in to making the CVC as accessible as possible. We 
know how much time and attention has been given to that, and we 
really look forward to bringing all our volunteers, our clients, our 
staff up to appreciate the new building. 

The focus of my remarks though is going to be on the transpor- 
tation plan that we just heard about and how it could potentially 
hinder the ability of many people to visit the Capitol to participate 
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in meetings with their elected officials and really just participate 
in the public process. 

I am going to share a bit of our experience trying to negotiate 
getting people with disabilities up for congressional appointments 
in hope that it might inform the debate a little bit. 

DIFFICULTIES FOR DISABLED, ELDERLY 

For more than a decade, we have been bringing people up to 
Capitol Hill every other year as part of our convention. I have been 
directly involved in coordinating the transportation aspects of that 
since 1996. Our experience is really, I think, a case study in how 
it has become increasingly difficult for people with disabilities and 
older adults to participate in the public policy process through 
meetings with their elected official. 

Our policy and practice has been to provide transportation from 
our convention hotel on coach buses up to the House of Representa- 
tives and Senate office buildings for our participants, many of 
whom have mobility impairments or are older adults. In the past 
we dropped them off at a location prearranged with the Capitol Po- 
lice that was adjacent to the congressional office buildings and was 
convenient. In order to assist people with disabilities for whom the 
distance between the House and the Senate would be a challenge, 
we also provided a small bus that would circulate throughout the 
day that people could get on and off to facilitate that transfer. 

As security concerns rightfully have increased, however, that so- 
lution has not been possible for us. Our last convention was in 
2007 and we worked tirelessly to stay within the current rules and 
to work with every potential stakeholder, including congressional 
offices — Mr. Latham was kind enough to help us with some support 
in talking to the Capitol Police to work with us. The Capitol Police 
and our participants were as informed as possible. 

We began that process several months before our convention. We 
had letters of support and phone calls from Members to both the 
House and Senate-side police and had direct communication with 
the Capitol Police themselves. Everyone could not have been more 
accommodating and wanting to work with us and willing to work 
with us. We finally reached a solution where we had a drop-off lo- 
cation just out at the security perimeter over at Second and C and 
we were using the Peace Circle to take people back to the hotel. 
And to facilitate the back and forth between the House and the 
Senate, we had arranged two times during the day where many 
coaches could enter the perimeter, do two stops and then leave the 
perimeter again and get screened each time. 

However, when the day actually came, because of lack of avail- 
able personnel at the time to actually screen the mini coach at the 
location, a situation that we were prepared for and had been 
warned might happen, we weren’t able to use those mini buses and 
had to come up with on-the-fly solutions during the day. 

Further compounding the issue is that public transportation such 
as Metro and taxi aren’t a viable option for us, as I will explain. 
Washington, D.C. doesn’t have accessible taxis. Thus, a person who 
uses a motorized wheelchair can’t transfer out of their wheel- 
chair — 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have about a minute. 
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Ms. Dexter [continuing]. And is more reliant on things like mini 
coaches and other kinds of transportation. 

Last year I helped one of our clients that needed help from the 
House to Senate side jump in a cab, as we have all done, and she 
was a small girl so luckily her mother could help transfer her into 
the taxi. But as they drove away, I see the trunk and the wheel- 
chair was hanging half out, and I am just crossing my fingers and 
praying, I hope the trunk doesn’t come down on it. I hope it doesn’t 
break. It was upsetting to feel like we couldn’t get our folks up 
here and around up here in a way that didn’t risk their health or 
their mobility equipment. 

The other issue is that Union Station is a real issue for people 
with disabilities because the accessible path from Union Station 
isn’t the one you or I would use. There are no curb cuts on the Co- 
lumbus Fountain Circle. So to get from Union Station to the Cap- 
itol, you have to go around and up. So it is about twice as far. So 
you either have to inconvenience your whole group if you are with 
a tour group and take everyone around the long way or you have 
to kind of separate yourself and catch up with your group later, 
which isn’t really always appropriate. 

Because of some of these issues, what we have decided next time 
we bring people up 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I need you to wrap up, Ms. Dexter. 

Ms. Dexter. Absolutely. We are probably going to use private ve- 
hicles with drivers. That is an option for us, but that is not an op- 
tion for most people. So I just encourage you to try and come up 
with a solution to this issue that allows people with disabilities to 
have the access they need. 

[Ms. Dexter’s prepared statement, bio, and disclosure form fol- 
low:] 
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Easter Seals thanks you for this opportunity to provide input to the ongoing 
debate on how the public will gain access to the new Capitol Visitors 
Center (CVC). Easter Seals appreciates all of the work that has gone in to 
making the CVC as accessible as possible and looks forward to bringing 
many of our staff, volunteers and clients to experience the center. In 
addition, we wholeheartedly support the need for security and safety of all 
individuals who enter the Capitol. The focus of the following remarks is the 
transportation plan that is currently being debated and how it will hinder the 
ability of many people to visit the Capitol, one of the most beautiful and 
important buildings in our nation. 

For more than a decade, Easter Seals has transported people with 
disabilities to Capitol Hill as part of our annual conventions. I have been 
directly involved in the coordination of the transportation aspect of our 
conventions since 1996. Easter Seals’ experience is a case study in how 
increasingly difficult it has become for people with disabilities and older 
adults to participate in the public policy process through meetings with their 
elected officials on Capitol Hill. 

Our policy has been to provide transportation from our convention hotel in 
coach buses to the House and Senate office buildings for our participants, 
many of whom had mobility impairments or were older adults. We dropped 
them off at locations pre-arranged with the US Capitol Police that were 
adjacent to the congressional office buildings. In order to assist people 
with disabilities and older adults for whom the distance between the House 
to Senate would be difficult to walk, we provided a small bus that would 
circulate throughout the day between the House and Senate office 
buildings. This arrangement worked very well for providing access to 
people of all abilities. 

Our last convention was in 2007, and we worked tirelessly to stay within 
the current rules and to make sure that every potential stakeholder, 
including congressional offices, the Capitol Police, and our Easter Seals 
convention participants, were as informed as possible. Our efforts to work 
within the new rules began several months prior to our convention. We 
had a letter of support and calls from members of both the House and 
Senate and had direct communication with Capitol police in both the House 
and the Senate and negotiated what we thought was a great solution. 

Our drop off location was to be the corner of 2 nd and C Streets NE, just 
outside the security perimeter. The House-side location was Peace Circle, 
at the bottom of the steep hill in front of the Capitol. Both these locations 
had uphill paths that were very difficult, if not impossible, for some of our 
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participants. To minimize this difficulty, we secured a small bus that could 
to enter the perimeter at two designated times during the day to help 
people transition from the House to Senate side. However, because of lack 
of available personnel to screen the buses at the designated times we 
were unable to use this option on the day of the event and the bus sat at 
the checkpoint unused. 

As you may know, Washington, DC has no accessible taxis. Thus, a 
person who uses a motorized wheelchair and thus cannot transfer out of 
the chair cannot access a taxi to travel within the Capitol perimeter. For 
those individuals who can transfer out of a chair, they can use a taxi. 

Easter Seals Project ACTION has developed a taxi-guide that details the 
roles and responsibilities of the taxi driver and the rider. However, many 
drivers are reluctant to pick up people with disabilities or are unfamiliar with 
how to manage a wheelchair. 

Last year, I helped one of our clients get a cab to take her from the Senate 
to the House side. We were lucky that she was a small child and her 
mother could help transfer her to a cab, but as I saw the cab pull away, I 
was chagrined by the sight of her wheelchair hanging half out of the trunk 
of the cab and was worried it might be damaged. We did our best, but 
were still concerned that we were unable to facilitate transportation to 
congressional meetings for our participants in a way that did not risk their 
health or mobility equipment. 

Public transportation, such as the Metro, is not a viable alternative for us, 
as I will now explain. It is very challenging to travel from Union Station to 
the Capitol. The accessible route is not the direct one most people would 
take when walking. Because there are no curb cuts on the Columbus 
Fountain circle, the route is approximately twice as long if you need to 
maneuver a wheelchair. This is a distance that many people would find 
way too difficult and frankly time consuming. It also forces people with 
disabilities to either inconvenience their entire group by having everyone 
take a longer route, or take a less inclusive approach and separate from 
their group. 

The following are the accessible direction to the Capitol from Union Station 
excerpted from the “Guidelines for Assisting Those with Accessibility 
Needs" provided by the office of Senator Enzi. 

1) Exit the Metro and take the elevator to street level of back side of 
Union Station. 

2) Exit Union Station through the automatic doors. 
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3) Turn Right crossing 1 st Street, N.W., heading towards the Postal 
Museum, 

4) Travel in a semi-circular path, crossing Massachusetts Ave,, N.W., E 
Street, N.W., and Louisiana Ave. 

5) Cross and then turn right on Delaware Avenue and continue traveling 
past the Russell Building. 

6) Cross Constitution Ave. and continue to the Capitol. 


We have had such difficulty providing transportation options for our staff 
clients and volunteers, that for our next Capitol Hill Day, scheduled for 
October 2009, we are likely going to have to consider renting a small 
group of private accessible vehicles with drivers for our attendees with 
disabilities. This is clearly not an option for many individuals with 
disabilities or tour groups. 

I hope that the Easter Seals experience with transportation to and from the 
Capitol will encourage you to find an optimal way to provide direct access 
to the CVC. 
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Jennifer Dexter is the Assistant Vice President, Government Relations for 
Easter Seals headquarters’ Office of Public Affairs. In that role, she leads 
Easter Seals’ efforts with Congress annually to assure funding for all 
federal programs serving people with disabilities and older adults 
including Easter Seals’ three Federal programs, AgrAbility, the National 
Center on Senior Transportation, and Project ACTION. She also works 
with Congress to create and strengthen public policy affecting adult and 
senior services, transportation rural residents with disabilities, assistive 
technology, and housing for people with disabilities. Prior to joining 
Easter Seals in 1996, Jennifer was a research/ legislative specialist for 
the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry. 
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Closing 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you for your testimony. Mr. 
Latham. 

Thank you very much. 

Ms. Dexter. Thank you. 


U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE EMPLOY- 
EES ORGANIZATION/INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
PROFESSIONAL & TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, AFL-CIO & 
CLC 


WITNESS 

RONALD LA DUE LAKE, CHAIR, INTERIM COUNCIL, U.S. GOVERNMENT 

ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE EMPLOYEES ORGANIZATION/INTER- 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF PROFESSIONAL & TECHNICAL ENGI- 
NEERS, AFL-CIO & CLC 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next we will hear from Mr. Ronald La 
Due Lake, Chair of the Interim Council of the GAO Employees Or- 
ganization. Mr. La Due Lake, your full statement will be entered 
into the record and you can proceed with a 5-minute summary of 
your statement. 

Opening Statement — Mr. La Due Lake 

Mr. La Due Lake. Thank you. I am Ron La Due Lake, the Chair 
of the Interim Council for the GAO Employees Organization and a 
specialist in the Applied Research and Methods Team. It is a privi- 
lege to appear before this subcommittee. We are particularly grate- 
ful, Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz, for your efforts to ensure 
adequate funding for GAO and also for your support of our efforts 
to unionize over the past 2 years. Thank you very much. 

The GAO Employees Organization represents about 1,760 ana- 
lysts, just over half of GAO’s 3,100 employees. Last fall GAO em- 
ployees voted by a 2-1 margin to establish this union. Since our 
votes to organize we have elected an interim council of 39 members 
that represents each mission team and field office, developmental 
employees and various diversity groups. We respectfully seek your 
continued support in order to sustain and grow the workforce nec- 
essary to provide high quality service to Congress and the Amer- 
ican people. 

Our ability to sustain our workload is being challenged by both 
the decreasing numbers of our workforce and the increasing de- 
mand for our work. GAO’s full-time equivalent staff usage is at an 
all-time low of 3,100 FTEs in fiscal year 2008, down 163 since 
2003. In the first quarter of fiscal year 2008, we received 26 per- 
cent more requests from Congress than we did in the first quarter 
of 2007. Potential mandates for GAO work are up about 86 percent 
over the same time period as last year. We are very concerned 
about the impact of stretching our limited resources across an in- 
creasing number of engagements. 
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SUPPORT FOR BUDGET REQUEST 

For all these reasons, we ask that this committee support GAO’s 
2009 appropriation budget request such that GAO’s capacity could 
be replenished at the rate needed to meet the increasing and com- 
pelling demands of the U.S. Congress. Should it be necessary for 
GAO to use 2009 funds to meet the intent of the retroactive pay 
provision in H.R. 5683, the GAO Act of 2008, we would appreciate 
your assistance in making sure that these funds are separate from 
those intended for the 2009 annual pay increase. 

ACCESS TO BUDGET INFORMATION 

Historically, GAO has not shared detailed budget information 
with its staff or the public, including the annual budget justifica- 
tion submitted to the Congress and realtime reports on plans and 
actual obligations and expenditures. 

Recently, GAO took a positive step toward budget disclosure 
when it issued a report on its contract awards for the past 2 fiscal 
years. 

We believe management should take more proactive steps in 
making the budget process fully transparent. We would like to 
work with management to achieve our goals in a fiscally respon- 
sible manner by having access to relevant and detailed budget in- 
formation. 

GAO’s employees would very much appreciate any assistance you 
can provide to encourage GAO management to provide full disclo- 
sure on its operating budget, budget justifications and actual ex- 
penditures in real time. We are proud of the work we do for the 
U.S. Congress. We are committed to establishing a constructive 
partnership with GAO management. 

RELATIONSHIP WITH MANAGEMENT 

In early February, we quickly completed our first negotiated pay 
agreement with GAO management for 2008. We have begun to de- 
velop a working relationship with Acting Comptroller General Gene 
Dodaro. We are very encouraged by Mr. Dodaro’s statement before 
this subcommittee that he was committed to working constructively 
with employee union representatives to forge a positive labor rela- 
tionship. 

Our hope that GAO management would view us as a full partner 
has not been realized. For example, we were disappointed that 
GAO management did not proactively share with us their views or 
suggested changes to H.R. 5683, GAO Act of 2008, even though 
some of these would directly impact our bargaining unit. 

We were also disappointed that GAO management did not meet 
with us to discuss their fiscal year 2009 budget request before the 
hearing before this subcommittee, nor have they yet provided any 
budget documentation. 

In another example, GAO has decided to evaluate its perform- 
ance management system; and we wholeheartedly agree that this 
needs to be done. However, GAO has already gathered a great deal 
of evidence about problems with the performance management sys- 
tem. It is our view that there is evidence to support some adjust- 
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ments to the system right away. As the exclusive representative for 
the bargaining unit, we look forward to working with GAO on this. 

In closing, I’d like to reiterate our appreciation for the oppor- 
tunity to testify and look forward to working with you. I would be 
pleased to answer any questions that you or other members of the 
subcommittee may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. La Due Lake. 

[Mr. La Due Lake’s prepared testimony, disclosure form, and CV 
follows:] 
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Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am Ron La Due Lake, the recently elected Chair of the GAO Employees Organization’s Interim 
Council, and a specialist in the Applied Research and Methods team. I am pleased to have this 
opportunity to appear before your Subcommittee today to discuss several topics of importance to 
GAO employees. These topics include: 

• the status of GAO Employees Organization (the Union) and its relationship with GAO 
management; 

• establishing a transparent GAO budget process for GAO employees and the public; 

• appropriate funding to enable GAO to sustain a reasonable staffing level to better manage 
its increasing workload demands; 

• reprogramming approval, if necessary, for retroactive across-the-board pay increases for 
those employees who were denied such increases in 2006 and 2007 consistent with the 
intent of H.R. 5683, the Government Accountability Office Act of 2008; 

• separate and independent budget requests for GAO’s Personnel Appeals Board (PAB) 
and its Inspector General; 

• updates on selected union activities. 

Before proceeding, I would like to express my appreciation to you, Madam Chair, not only for 
your work to ensure adequate funding for GAO to meet its responsibilities to Congress and the 
American people, but also for your support of GAO employees unionization efforts over the past 
two years which have culminated in our opportunity to speak before you in this forum today. 

For the first time, the GAO Employees Organization can express directly to you our thoughts 
regarding GAO budgetary needs and other concerns. 


Status of GAO Employees Organization and its Relationship with GAO Management 

The GAO Employees Organization represents about 1 ,760 GAO analysts and auditors, more than 
55 percent of GAO’s 3,100 total employees, and is committed to establishing a constructive 
partnership with GAO management on issues that affect not only our bargaining unit members, 
but the dedicated staff of the entire agency, in offices across the country. All GAO employees 
(analysts, auditors, specialists, attorneys, and administrative support staff) work in teams to 
produce high quality work for Congress that help improve government and save taxpayers 
money. Our expectations are reasonable: to be equal partners in developing policies that 
influence how we work and to be compensated fairly. GAO employees are proud of the work we 
do for the Congress and we value GAO’s mission and its reputation. Still, last fall GAO analysts 
voted by a 2-1 margin to establish a union to represent them. We voted this way because we felt 
we were not equal partners in important matters that directly affected our worklife. We were not 
provided enough information to evaluate the validity of our concerns. 

Since our vote to unionize, we have elected an Interim Council that meets regularly and is 
comprised of analysts representing each mission team; each field office; newly hired analysts; 
and various diversity groups. We have formed active committees comprised of these elected 
representatives and analysts from the bargaining unit who are examining various matters, such as 
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the grievance process, a union constitution and bylaws, membership, legislative relations, and 
negotiating a master bargaining agreement. All of these committees are working, on their own 
time, to get us as quickly as possible to a permanent union governance structure. We hope to 
achieve this goal within calendar year 2008. 

We are committed to establishing a collaborative working relationship with GAO management 
and strive to be treated as a partner in the process of moving GAO forward. We take seriously 
our mission to represent bargaining unit employees. Just a few months ago, we expeditiously 
completed our first negotiated pay agreement with GAO management for 2008. Although the 
agreement provided a lower average overall percentage pay increase than that of most federal 
employees under the general schedule (GS) system - which includes guaranteed across-the-board 
increases, general and quality step increases, and bonuses - we believe that we negotiated a better 
agreement than GAO initially offered. This negotiated pay agreement included important 
provisions that guaranteed a minimum pay increase for all employees (including those outside of 
the bargaining unit) who performed satisfactorily. This guaranteed increase was on par with GS 
across-the-board increases (sometimes referred to as a cost of living allowance, or COLA) and 
our agreement also guaranteed that any increases would be effective retroactively to January, 
unlike the previous two years when GAO’s pay increases were delayed for one to three pay 
periods. Members of the bargaining unit quickly and overwhelmingly ratified our negotiated pay 
agreement and we are certain that such an agreement would not have been possible were it not 
for the union. 

Soon after completing the 2008 pay negotiations, former Comptroller General (CG) David 
Walker announced his departure and we have begun to develop a working relationship with 
Acting Comptroller General Gene Dodaro. Last week the Interim Council hosted an informal 
‘meet and greet’ to congratulate Mr. Dodaro on his new role as Acting CG, and to give him a 
chance to meet the 39 elected members of the Interim Council in a collegial environment. Mr. 
Dodaro reiterated his commitment to work with us to improve the working environment at GAO. 
We are encouraged by the friendly tone of this meeting and by Mr. Dodaro’s statement before 
this Subcommittee on the 2009 GAO budget request, that he was “committed to working 
constructively with employee union representatives to forge a positive labor management 
relationship.” 1 

While we are optimistic that our relationship with management will continue to prosper, our 
attempts to reach out to GAO management have not always been successful. For example, we 
were disappointed that GAO management did not proactively share with us their views or 
suggested changes to H.R. 5683 “Government Accountability Office Act of 2008,” even though 
some of these would directly impact our bargaining unit. While we were pleased that GAO 
management did agree to meet us after we determined the extent of their proposed changes, we 
were disappointed that GAO management was not able to meet with us to discuss their FY 2009 
budget request before the hearing before this Subcommittee that was held on April 10 th , nor have 
they yet provided any budget documents. 


1 GAO, US. Government Accountability Office: Fiscal Year 2009 Budget Request, Statement of Gene L. Dodaro, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States, GAO-08-616T (Washington, D.C.: April 10, 2008). 
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In another example, GAO has decided to review all of its performance management systems, and 
we wholeheartedly agree that this needs to be done. However, we have concerns that we are 
being asked to be a stakeholder in this process rather than the exclusive representative of 
bargaining unit employees in terms of soliciting and providing their input. Further, GAO has 
already gathered a great deal of information about how the performance management system is 
working through focus groups, several employee feedback surveys, and a Congressionally 
directed survey of all GAO employees that was recently conducted by the Employee Advisory 
Council. It seems to us that there is evidence to support some adjustments to the system right 
away, though it is unclear the extent to which GAO management is considering such timely 
changes. 


Disclosure of Budget Requests and Final Budgets to GAO Employees and the Public 

Historically, GAO has not shared detailed budget information with its staff or the public, 
including neither its annual budget justifications submitted to the Congress nor any ongoing, 
“real time” reports on planned and actual obligations and expenditures for budget items during 
the fiscal year. A key mission of GAO is to help the Congress to oversee and analyze the 
budgets, obligations, and expenditures of federal agencies and while we have considerable 
expertise within our bargaining unit for budget scrubs, including for large and complex agencies 
such as the Department of Defense, we are unable to similarly analyze our own agency’s budget. 

During our recent negotiations regarding the 2008 pay adjustments, we expressed the desire to 
work with GAO management to assure that our requests were viable, but we had limited budget 
information to inform our discussions. We worked with GAO management cooperatively on this 
matter, and while they provided the cost data and analyses of various pay scenarios that we 
requested, they provided only high-level budget summary tables and narratives after several 
requests. 

Recently, GAO took a positive step toward budget disclosure, when it issued a report on its 
contract awards for the past two fiscal years (FY 2006 & FY 2007) as required of executive 
branch agencies by the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act of 2006. This 
disclosure revealed, for example, that GAO had paid to employ outside counsel to assist 
management during GAO employees unionization effort rather than use its own in-house 
counsel, an item that you. Madam Chair, expressed dismay about in your floor remarks on the 
House Legislative Appropriations bill last June 22. Federal Workforce Subcommittee Chairman 
Danny K. Davis and Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton also offered remarks on June 22, 2007; 
these oversight efforts revealed that GAO paid nearly SI million per year in 2006 and 2007 to its 
Senior Executives (SES) in bonuses and retention allowances, 2 while not providing across-the- 
board adjustments to more than 300 analysts in 2006 and 2007. 


2 GAO spent S837,350 in 2006 and $901 ,700 in 2007 for SES performance during FY 2005 and FY 2006, 
respectively. The average SES bonus at GAO forFY 2005 performance was $13,214, while the average SES bonus 
at GAO for FY 2006 was $12,400. GAO has not disclosed information on any bonuses paid this year for FY 2007 
SES performance. 
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Although GAO’s budget disclosure of contract expenditures is a step in the right direction in 
promoting accountability and providing transparency, we believe management should take more 
proactive steps in making the budget process fully transparent. In order to negotiate responsibly 
for the interests of the bargaining unit, we would like to work with management to achieve our 
goals in a fiscally responsible manner by having access to relevant and detailed budget 
information, including budget justifications. 

Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz and members of this Subcommittee, GAO’s employees would 
very much appreciate any assistance you could provide to encourage GAO management to 
provide full disclosure on its real time operating budget and actual expenditures by budget object 
class. 


Appropriate Funding to Maintain Needed GAO Staffing Levels 

The GAO Employees Organization respectfully seeks your continued support for GAO in order 
to sustain and grow the skilled workforce necessary to provide high quality service to Congress 
and the American people. As you know, Madam Chair, from FY 2009 Legislative Branch 
Appropriations hearings before this Subcommittee, 3 GAO’s full time equivalent (FTE) staff 
usage is at an all time low of 3,100 FTEs in FY 2008, down 163 FTEs since FY 2003, and 
markedly lower than GAO’s post-World War II highest staffing of 5,400 FTEs prior to the 
downsizing and mandatory funding reductions of the 1990s.Yet, Congressional requests for our 
work continue to increase. In fiscal year 2007, we received 14% more requests than we did in 
2006 and 17% more than we did in 2005. The first quarter of fiscal year 2008 we received 26% 
more requests than we did in the first quarter of 2007. In addition to Congressional requests, we 
received a marked increase in statutorily congressional ly mandated work in 2007 as compared 
with 2006. Potential mandates for GAO work included in proposed legislation during the 1 10 th 
Congress, currently total over 600, or an 86 percent increase from a similar period in the 109th 
Congress. In just the past year about 200 of these have resulted in actual mandates for GAO 
work from such significant legislation as the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008, the 
Defense Authorization Act of 2008, and Implementation of the 9/1 1 Commission 
Recommendations. Many of these mandates include new recurring responsibilities such as under 
the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007 which requires us to report annually 
on the compliance by lobbyists of registration and reporting requirements. 


While GAO employees are dedicated to doing the important work Congress requests of us, this 
steady increase in demand for our work has created challenges. Not only is our FTE staff usage 
at an all-time low of 3,100, but at the beginning of FY 2007, more than 42% of our analyst 
workforce had been employed at GAO for 5 years or less. 4 Some GAO analysts are increasingly 
expected to lead engagements with teams of talented staff who have limited GAO experience. 
Other analysts are expected to achieve key milestones in their work with a shortage of 


3 1 10 th Congress, Legislative Branch Appropriations for 2009, Hearings Before the Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch, Second Session, Part 1 Justification of the Budget 
Estimates. 

4 GAO, FY 2007 Performance and Accountability Highlights, GAO-08-2SP (Washington, D.C.: January 2008). 
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appropriate staff. For some specialists at GAO, such as mathematical statisticians, survey 
specialists, data analysts, economists, and methodologists, the departure of a few colleagues has 
a disproportionate impact on workload and morale. For them, the challenge is how to stretch 
their limited resources across an increasing number of engagements in order to assure the quality 
of GAO’s products for Congress. 

In addition, differences in salary may contribute to departures of and difficulties in retaining 
entry-level employees at GAO. GAO offers a lower starting salary for many of its entry level 
analysts than their peers in the GS system. An entry level GS-9 step 1 analyst with a graduate 
degree employed in the Washington, D.C. area in 2008 could expect to earn $48,108; 3 a similarly 
qualified GAO analyst would earn $44,402. 6 GAO pay rates could create an incentive for new 
staff to gain experience at GAO and then move to other agencies or consulting firms where it is 
possible to progress in their careers more quickly or earn higher salaries. 

Across GAO, the challenge is how to work smarter and stretch our limited resources across an 
increasing number of engagements in order to assure the quality of GAO’s studies, reports, and 
service for Congress. Therefore, the GAO Employees Organization is very concerned about the 
impact of the continuing heavy workload on staff morale; these issues make it difficult to sustain 
not only the quantity of GAO reports and testimonies, but also their quality. 

For all of these reasons, we ask that this Committee support GAO’s 2009 appropriation budget 
request such that its capacity can be replenished at the rate needed to meet the increasing and 
compelling demands of the U.S. Congress, while at the same time not overburdening the on-the- 
job training and development capacity of the organization’s experienced staff. In the meantime, 
we look forward to partnering with GAO management to address issues and challenges in 
retaining GAO employees, while providing high quality services to Congress and the American 
people. 


Retroactive Payments to GAO Employees Denied Full Across-the-Board Adjustments in 
2006 and 2007 


The GAO Employees Organization extends our sincere appreciation for all of the congressional 
support provided to employees in the effort to form the union and to correct what many 
employees viewed as unjust pay and performance reviews. Of particular note is the leadership 
and oversight from Chairman Davis and the Subcommittee on the Federal Workforce, Postal 
Service, and the District of Columbia to introduce H.R. 5683, that Government Accountability 
Act of 2008, which provides for the retroactive payment of GAO annual across-the-board 
adjustments denied to over 300 GAO employees in 2006 and 2007 and sets minimum 
requirements for the provision of across-the-board adjustments in the future. The GAO 
Employees Organization supports the passage of H.R. 5683 and is calling on all congressional 
members to help us by cosponsoring and moving this legislation. 


5 OPM, Salary Table 2008-DC, Baltimore and Northern Virginia. January 2008 (www.opm.gov/oca/08tables/). 

6 GAO, Salary Table for Analyst Performance Based Compensation System for DC, Dallas, Denver, Chicago, 
Seattle, January 6, 2008. 


GEO-2T: “Statement of Ron La Due Lake, Chair of the GEO Interim Council,” May 7, 2008 


Page 5 



163 


In his first testimony as Acting Comptroller General, Mr. Dodaro stated support for the passage 
of H.R. 5683 including the payment of across-the-board adjustments denied in 2006 and 2007 
and set minimum requirements for across-the-board adjustments in the future that are at least 
equal to those under the GS system. 7 According to the Acting Comptroller General, resolution of 
this matter would be helpful and would permit GAO to move forward on other important human 
capital initiatives. To this end, we would like to ask you and the Subcommittee to grant, if 
necessary, reprogramming approval of GAO prior year expenditure accounts so that retroactive 
payments can be made to all affected employees. 


Budget Line Item for GAO Personnel Appeals Board (PAB ) and Inspector General 

The GAO Employees Organization is committed to supporting the increased independence of its 
internal oversight organizations, including its Personnel Appeals Board and its Inspector 
General, to ensure, as Congresswoman Norton has put it, that GAO employees have an 
independent venue for resolving their grievances and discrimination complaints without fear that 
the deck is “stacked against them” by GAO management. GAO employees deserve no less than 
their colleagues in the executive branch when it comes to these important safeguards. H.R. 5638, 
the Government Accountability Office Act of 2008, also contains important provisions to make 
GAO’s Inspector General a statutory position. 

Recent bills that have passed both the House and the Senate to improve the independence of all 
agencies’ Inspectors General (IGs) may be applicable to GAO’s IG, if H.R. 5638 were to pass. 
These improvements include specific criteria for appointment and removal of IGs, the denial of 
bonuses for IGs, requirements of separate budget submissions for IG offices, easy links from 
agency Web sites to their IG’s Web sites, guaranteed anonymity for staff who bring claims of 
fraud, waste or abuse to agency IGs, and required publication and availability of all IG reports. 

GAO’s union is supportive of any procedures or processes that will increase and ensure the 
independence of both its Personnel Appeals Board and its Inspector General. If these bills do not 
pass, we would be supportive of this subcommittee requiring separate budget submissions for 
both of these GAO offices to help ensure their independence from GAO management. 


Updates on Selected Union Activities 

As we are moving forward with the new union, the interim council of the GAO Employees 
Organization is participating in several initiatives to be sure any personnel practices are fair and 
non-discriminatory and that employees have appropriate means of recourse to grieve issues. 

The GAO Employees Organization continues to be concerned about disparities between 
performance ratings for African Americans compared with other GAO employees, and limited 
job leadership opportunities for minority groups. To its credit, GAO management commissioned 


7 GAO, U S Government Accountability Office: Human Capital Initiatives and Additional Legislative Authorities, 
Statement of Gene L. Dodaro, Acting Comptroller General of the United States, GAO-08-573T (Washington, D.C.: 
March 13, 2008). 
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a study with the Ivy Group, L.L.C., to examine the reasons for disparities in ratings. However, 
we are disappointed that despite repeated requests to management, the GAO Employees 
Organization only got a chance to meet with the Ivy Group upon completion of their work, 
missing a critical opportunity to discuss its preliminary findings and address employees concerns 
before a report was finalized. Learning earlier about the study’s preliminary findings would have 
positioned us to better assist GAO management as a partner in implementing recommendations 
of the study. 

Finally, the GAO Employees Organization is working to ensure the current GAO grievance and 
disciplinary processes get needed improvements to provide alternate paths for dispute resolution, 
transparency, and equal and fair conditions for both staff and management. For example, the 
current grievance process promotes a relationship between management and employees in which 
management renders final decision on cases. Consequently, GAO staff with grievances may be 
reluctant to use GAO's current grievance process for review and resolution. The Interim Council 
is studying options for procedures that ensure fairness in the resolution of employee grievances. 


Conclusions 


In closing, I would like to reiterate our appreciation for the opportunity to testify before your 
Subcommittee, and look forward to working with you. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the GAO FY 2009 budget request and to share our views. I hope I have given you 
some idea of the priorities the GAO Employees Organization has with regard to the use of those 
funds. I would be pleased to answer any questions that you or other Members of the 
Subcommittee may have at this time. 
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African-American, EW1S 

Washington 

DC 

Hoffman, Gina R 

Norfolk, DCM 

Virginia Beach 

VA 

Huddleston, Andrew 
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Diversity Non-Designated EWIS 

Washington 

DC 

Sutanto, Henry 
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Ronald La Due Lake, Ph.D. 

Expertise: engagement design and planning. 

quantitative and qualitative research methods and analysis, 
study reviews, 
survey methods, 
small group methods. 

Professional Experience: 

United States Government Accountability Office, Applied Research and Methods, 
Washington, DC 

Senior Social Science Analyst . IIB January, 2006 -present 
Senior Social Science Analyst . II June 29, 2003 - December, 2005 

• Coordinate research design and methodological support to DCM across a 
range of issue areas. Manage collaborative CDMA support of multiple 
technical disciplines, including engagement design and methods, 
evaluation methods, survey methods, small group methods (expert panels, 
focus groups), study reviews, statistics, and data reliability and analysis. 

• Communicate methodological concerns to a wide range of internal and 
external stakeholders, including senior GAO management, Congressional 
staff, and executive branch agency officials. 

• Provide direction and constructive feedback to colleagues within and 
outside of ARM in the development and implementation of 
engagement methods and analysis, including newer design staff and 
engagement analysts. 

• Develop and teach mandatory and elective courses in engagement 
planning and methods with the Learning Center, including the 
required ‘Logic of Engagement Planning' and ‘Statistical Modeling. 

• Contribute to multiple working groups and projects, including 
serving as PDP Advisor to ARM staff, teaching and mentoring in the 
International Fellows Program, developing and revising methods 
courses, facilitating the ARM morale project, and coordinating ISTS 
support for the CDMA web pages. 


Social Science Analyst . I May 13, 2002 - June 28, 2003 

• Consult with multiple engagement teams about the appropriate application 
of a wide range of research methods and analytic techniques, including 
timeframes and risks. 

• Communicate methodological concerns to a wide range of internal and 
external stakeholders, including senior GAO management and executive 
branch agency officials. 

• Write and review technical sections of GAO reports to meet disciplinary 
standards. 
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Caliber Associates, Fairfax, VA, July 25, 2001 - May 1, 2002 
(owned by ICF International as of 2005) 

Senior Associate 


• Designed and conducted analyses for the Center for Substance Abuse 
Prevention Data Coordinating Center (CSAP DCC). 

• Coordinated substance abuse prevention intervention cost analyses. 

• Developed substance abuse program cost data collection protocol. 

• Supervised implementation of cost data collection pilot study. 

• Produced written and oral reports and presentations. 

• Interfaced DCC analysis and publication teams. 

• Consulted on design elements of web-based data analysis system. 

OMNI Research and Training 

OMNI Institute, Denver, CO, June 23, 2000- June 30, 2001 
Senior Researcher 


• Developed and supervised project budgets ($250,000). 

• Project lead on multi-year youth substance abuse prevention program 
evaluation (State Incentive Grant, SIG). 

• Hired, supervised research and administrative support staff. 

• Wrote research proposals and developed client relations. 

• Participated in business development. 

• Conducted in-house seminars in organizational learning and statistics. 

• Consulted on design and methods tasks for multiple projects. 

• Managed staff in program technical assistance and evaluation research. 

• Designed and implemented evaluation analyses. 

• Produced written and oral reports. 

Center for Survey Research, Indiana University, 1997 - 2000 
Project Manager . 1 996 St. Louis-Indianapolis Election Study. 

Center for Research in Law and Justice, University of Illinois at Chicago, 1995-96 
Project Manager . NIJ funded longitudinal study of community policing. 


Selected GAO Products (Key Methodological Contributor) 

• Defense Transportation: DOD Should Ensure that the Final Size and Mix 
of Airlift Force Study Plan Includes Sufficient Detail to Meet the Terms of 
the Law and Inform Decision Makers. GAO-08-704R 

• Global War on Terrorism: Reported Obligations for the Department of 
Defense. GAO-08-557R, GAO-08-423R 

• DOD Personnel Clearances: Improved Annual Reporting Would Enable 
More Informed Congressional Oversight. GAO-08-350 

• DOD Personnel Clearances: DOD Faces Multiple Challenges in its Efforts 
to Improve Clearance Processes for Industry Personnel. GAO-08-470T 

• Bankruptcy and Child Support Enforcement: Improved Information 
Sharing Possible Without Routine Data Matching. GAO-08- 100 
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Washington, DC 20548 

• Military Personnel: The DOD and Coast Guard Academies Have Taken 
Steps to Address Incidents of Sexual Harassment and Assault, but Greater 
Federal Oversight is Needed. GAO-08-296 

• Bankruptcy: Implementation of Reform Act's Debt Reaffirmation 
Agreement Provisions. GAO-08-94 

• Border Security: Despite Progress, Weaknesses in Traveler Inspections 
Exist at Our Nation's Ports of Entry. GAO-08-329T 

• Military Personnel: Federal Agencies Have Taken Actions to Address 
Servicemembers’ Employment Rights, but a Single Entity Needs to 
Maintain Visibility to Improve Focus on Overall Program Results. GAO- 
08-254T. 

• Global War on Terrorism: DOD Needs to Take Action to Encourage Fiscal 
Discipline and Optimize the Use of Tools Intended to Improve GWOT 
Cost Reporting. GAO-08-68. 

• Border Security: Despite Progress, Weaknesses in Traveler Inspections 
Exist at Our Nation's Ports of Entry. GAO-08-2 1 9. 

• Potential Effect of Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection 
Act on Child Support Payments Cannot Be Determined because Data 
Needed for Study Are Not Available. GAO-08-148R. 

• Military Personnel: Number of Formally Reported Applications for 
Conscientious Objectors Is Small Relative to the Total Size of the Armed 
Forces. GAO-07-1196. 

• Military Personnel: DOD's Predatory Lending Report Addressed Mandated 
Issues, but Support Is Limited for Some Findings and Recommendations. 
GAO-07-1 148R. 

• Global War on Terrorism: Reported Obligations for the Department of 
Defense. G AO-07-1 05 6R. 

• Military Operations: Actions Needed to Improve DOD's Stability 
Operations Approach and Enhance Interagency Planning. GAO-07-549. 

• Military Operations: The Department of Defense's Use of Solatia and 
Condolence Payments in Iraq and Afghanistan. GAO-07-699. 

• Global War on Terrorism: Reported Obligations for the Department of 
Defense. GAO-07-783R. 

• DOD Personnel Clearances: Delays and Inadequate Documentation Found 
for Industry Personnel. G AO-07 -842T. 

• Missile Defense: Actions Needed to Improve Information for Supporting 
Future Key Decisions for Boost and Ascent Phase Elements. GAO-07- 
430. 

• Military Base Closures: Opportunities Exist to Improve Environmental 
Cleanup Cost Reporting and to Expedite Transfer of Unneeded Property. 
GAO-07-166. 

• Defense Trade Data. GAO-06-3 19R. 

• Best Practices: Better Support of Weapon System Program Managers 
Needed to Improve Outcomes. GAO-06-1 10. 

• Survey on Program Manager Effectiveness. GAO-06- 1 1 2SP. 

• Military Personnel: Federal Management of Servicemember Employment 
Rights Can Be Further Improved. GAO-06-60. 

• Community Policing Grants: COPS Grants Were a Modest Contributor to 
Declines in Crime in the 1990s. GAO-06-104. 

• Military Personnel: Federal Management of Servicemember Employment 
Rights Can Be Further Improved. GAO-06-60. 
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• Commercial Aviation: Bankruptcy and Pension Problems Are Symptoms 
of Underlying Structural Issues. GAO-05-945. 

• Homeland Security: Agency Resources Address Violations of Restricted 
Airspace, but Management Improvements Are Needed. GAO-05-928T. 

• Defense Transportation: Air Mobility Command Needs to Collect and 
Analyze Better Data to Assess Aircraft Utilization. GAO-05-819. 

• Defense Transportation: Opportunities Exist to Enhance the Credibility of 
the Current and Future Mobility Capabilities Studies. GAO-05-659R. 

• Unmanned Aerial Vehicles: Improved Stategic and Acquisition Planning 
Can Help Address Emerging Challenges. GAO-05-395T. 

« Social Security Numbers: Governments Could Do More to Reduce Display 
in Public Records and on Identity Cards. GAO-05-59. 

• Social Security Disability: Improved Processes for Planning and 
Conducting Demonstrations May Help SSA More Effectively Use Its 
Demonstration Authority. GAO-05-19. 

• 2010 Census: Basic Design Has Potential, but Remaining Challenges Need 
Prompt Resolution. GAO-05-9. 

• Human Capital: DHS Faces Challenges in Implementing Its New 
Personnel System. GAO-04-790. 

• 2010 Census: Overseas Enumeration Test Raises Need for Clear Policy 
Direction. GAO-04-470. 

• Human Capital: Implementing Pay for Performance at Selected Personnel 
Demonstration Projects. GAO-04-83. 

Selected Teaching Experience 

• Developing Surveys for Auditors, 2007, Texas State Audit Office. 

• Logic of Engagement Planning, 2004 to present, U.S. GAO. 

• Data Collection Strategies, 2004 to 2007, U.S. GAO. 

• Statistical Modeling, 2004 to present, U.S. GAO. 

• Choosing a Survey Administration Method, 2004, U.S. GAO. 

• Developing and Writing Survey Questions, 2004, U.S. GAO. 

• Pretesting Surveys, 2004, U.S. GAO. 

• Data Analysis and Interpretation Workshop, 2004, IRS Office of Strategy 
and Finance, through Management Concepts, Inc. 

• Data Analysis I & II for graduate students, 1995 - 1996, Department of 
Political Science, University of Illinois at Chicago. 

Publications and Conference Papers 

• La Due Lake, R. 2001 . "Cost and Benefit Analyses of Substance Abuse 
Prevention Interventions.” Center for Substance Abuse Prevention Data 
Coordinating Center. 

• La Due Lake, R. 2000. The Political Consequences of Social Capital: 
Networks, Contexts, and Social Interaction. Dissertation, Indiana 
University, Department of Political Science. 

• La Due Lake, R. and R. Huckfeldt. 1998. Social Capital, Social Networks, 
and Political Participation, Political Psychology 19(3): 567-584. 

• La Due Lake, R. 1999. Community Development Strategies: Bonding and 
Bridging Networks as Social Capital, Urban Affairs Review 35(1): 147-9. 

• La Due Lake, R. 2000. "Attitude Strength and Social Interaction,” 
American Political Science Association, Washington D.C. 
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• La Due Lake, R. 2000. "Social Capital as a Determinant of Attitude 
Strength: Response Timers, Networks, and Cognitive Consistency," 
Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL. 

• Huckfeldt, R. and R. La Due Lake. 2000. "Use of the Social Network 
Battery in the 1998 NES Pilot Study," Planning Committee, NES Board, 
Ann Arbor, MI. 

• La Due Lake, R. “Social Capital in Context: Implications for Social 
Interaction on Civic and Political Participation in South Bend,” American 
Political Science Association, Atlanta, GA, 1999. 

• La Due Lake, R. and R. Smith. “Social Capital and Social Networks in 
Context: A Comparative Analysis Across Neighborhoods,” MPSA, 
Chicago, IL, 1999. 

• Huckfeldt, R. and R. La Due Lake. 1 998. "Social Networks as Social 
Capital: Individual and Collective Incentives for Political Participation," 
Workshop on Urban Democracy, Russell Sage Foundation, New York 
City, 1998. 

• La Due Lake, R. “Social Capital, Trust, Social Networks, and Political 
Participation,” APSA, Boston, MA, 1998. 

• Haider-Markel, D.P. and R. La Due Lake. “The Importance of Institutional 
Structures on Legislative Outcomes: Lessons from the American States,” 
APSA, Boston, MA, 1998. 

• La Due Lake, R., S. Procopio, and Y. Alex-Assensoh. “Social Capital, 
Personal Networks, Race, and Political Participation,” MPSA, Chicago, IL, 
1998. 

Education: Ph.D., Political Science and Public Policy, Indiana University, 

Bloomington, 2000. 

M.A., Political Science, University of Illinois at Chicago, 1996. 

B.A., Political Science, University of Illinois at Chicago, 1994. 

Recent Training: Cognitive Interviewing, Gordon Willis. 

Research Update on Questionnaire Writing, Jon Krosnick. 

Visual Design of Questionnaires, Don Dillman. 

National Defense University GAO 501, DCM. 

Qualitative Evaluation Methods, Michael Quinn Patton. 

GAO Awards: Results Through Teamwork Awards: 2003 - 2008 

Big Picture Award: 2006 

Jackelope Award, Learning Center: 2007 

Team Awards - DCM, ARM, EWIS, SI: 2002 - 2008 

Honors: First Prize, 1999 General Social Survey Competition. 

Phi Beta Kappa, Pi Sigma Alpha, Phi Kappa Phi. 

Who’s Who Among Students in American Universities & 
Colleges, 1998. 

General: U.S, Citizen, Secret level clearance 
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NEW ACTING COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I have been really pleased to watch 
the evolution of the process that you have been through with your 
fellow employees and the recognition finally that the union received 
from GAO. The only question I have, which you alluded to briefly, 
is have you seen improvements in terms of your relationship with 
the Acting Comptroller General versus the former Comptroller 
General? 

Mr. La Due Lake. Yes. We have several experiences in his brief 
time as Acting Comptroller General that are very encouraging to 
us. One is that we invited him to meet with the interim counsel 
for a collegial meet and greet. He came. He spoke with us. He reit- 
erated that he was looking forward to working with us, and he also 
reiterated what he has been saying to several mission teams in 
staff meetings around the organization, that, number one, manage- 
ment intends to take a serious look at our performance manage- 
ment system, which is a serious concern for us; and, number two, 
that he considers our current workload an issue that we need to 
address. So from our perspective as a bargaining unit, we are quite 
encouraged by this and look forward to working with him. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. I look forward to continuing to 
work with you, And I appreciate the input that you gave us today. 

Mr. Latham. 

Thank you very much. 


U.S. CAPITOL POLICE 

WITNESS 

MATT H EW A. TIGHE, FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE, U.S. CAPITOL 
POLICE 


Opening Statement — Mr. Tighe 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next, we’ll hear from Officer Matthew 
Tighe, the Chairman of the U.S. Capitol Police Labor Committee. 

Officer Tighe, your statement will be entered into the record and 
you can proceed with the 5-minute summary. 

Mr. Tighe. Thank you, ma’am. 

Honorable Chair and members of the committee, I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I am here 
not only to speak to you as chairman of the Capitol Police Labor 
Committee but as a police officer as well. As chairman of the Fra- 
ternal Order of Police Labor Committee for the United States Cap- 
itol Police, I represent more than 1,000 sworn members of our De- 
partment. 

The men and women of the United States Capitol Police take 
great pride in being given the responsibility of protecting Members 
of Congress, the congressional community and the millions who 
visit here. Those who are recruited and trained to carry out our 
vital mission are among the best educated and motivated people I 
have encountered anywhere in the law enforcement community. 
They bring intellect and on-the-ground experience to the myriad of 
tasks associated with securing and protecting everyone within the 
Capitol complex. I believe we are a well of underutilized insights 
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and ideas that can support future improvements in securing the 
Capitol. 

The Capitol complex faces a constant threat that is not always 
easy to detect or identify. To deter and combat threats, the Depart- 
ment must be given the adequate and appropriate resources to ful- 
fill our mission. 


NEED FOR CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT 

In addition to the obvious need for training, equipment and ade- 
quate funding to carry out our mission for the Congress and the 
Nation, we need you to understand our mission and your coopera- 
tion in the performance of our mission. We recognize that often our 
duties may be viewed as an inconvenience, but they are essential 
for maintaining the security throughout the complex. An officer 
needs to stay focused on the possible threat without fear from re- 
prisal for properly carrying out their duties. Due to this ever- 
changing threat, officers cannot passively monitor activity but must 
be able to take a proactive approach to investigate suspicious activ- 
ity. 

The effectiveness of the individual officer at each of the posts, 
each of the patrol vehicles and their various support positions 
around the Department is most affected by their personal motiva- 
tion. It is dangerous for everyone who relies upon us if we are re- 
luctant to do what is difficult but required. The human factor in 
our profession is unusually critical because a blind eye or turned 
head can allow the person intent on harm to bring arms, toxins or 
other dangerous commodities to the halls and offices of the Capitol 
complex. 

Your police officers must feel that they will be supported by their 
supervisors, their Chief, the Police Board and their Members when 
they make good-faith efforts to do their job. If they come to a com- 
mon sense that good efforts are punished by the powers that be be- 
cause they feel inconvenienced, then more damage is done to our 
security than you may understand. I urge this committee and the 
Congress to regularly publish its support for its police officers who 
diligently perform their duties as individuals and as an agency. 
Where inconvenience meets security, we must encourage the re- 
sponsible officers and officials to support security and to recognize 
those who work to secure those we protect. 

I have devoted a lot of my time to our mission to protect you. 
Now I wish to raise a serious issue that is a more traditional union 
concern. I would like to highlight our retirement. 

RECRUITMENT CHALLENGE 

The law enforcement profession is more competitive now than 
ever. It is critical to the Capitol Police to not only recruit the most 
qualified personnel possible but also to retain them for the length 
of their career. One of the greatest deciding factors an applicant 
considers when making a decision for employment in law enforce- 
ment is the compensation package offered by each agency. 

Our goal is to enhance the retirement benefits to be more com- 
petitive with other agencies, thus more appealing to potential ap- 
plicants. In doing so, we will not only be able to attract the best 
applicants but to retain the officers that are currently in the field. 
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The cost associated with training a new officer just to have them 
leave for another agency is wasting the resources provided by Con- 
gress and the taxpayer. 

In too many instances, the U.S. Capitol Police Department is a 
recruiting arm for competing local and Federal law enforcement 
agencies. Many young men and women who become U.S. Capitol 
Police officers begin to look elsewhere after completing a few years 
in our Department. This very issue faced the D.C. Metropolitan Po- 
lice Department in the early 1970s when Congress approved an ex- 
tension of its authorized strength. Even with the unprecedented 
step of authorizing early outs for military personnel who join the 
Metropolitan Police Department, the MPD was unable to reach the 
new authorized strength because too many new recruits left for law 
enforcement careers elsewhere after securing a few years of experi- 
ence. It is a matter of record that the only thing that stabilized 
MPD’s workforce was the adaptation of a 20-year retirement sys- 
tem by the Congress. 

Subsequent to Home Rule for the District, the city abandoned 20- 
year retirement. Now they are in the process of passing legislation 
that will restore 20-year retirement as they work to increase the 
size of their police department and stabilize their force again. 

We recognize the challenge that this presents and are aware of 
the PAYGO issue but hope to work with all of the relevant commit- 
tees to find an offset and accomplish this goal in the future. 

That concludes my statement. I’d be happy to answer any ques- 
tions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you so much, Officer Tighe. 

[Officer Tighe’s prepared statement, bio, and disclosure form fol- 
low:] 
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Testimony of 

US Capitol Police Officer Matthew A. Tighe 
Chairman of the United States Capitol Police Labor Committee 
Before the Legislative Branch Subcommittee 
House Committee on Appropriations 


Honorable Chairman and members of the Committee, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to 
testify before you today. I’m here not only to speak to you as the Chairman of the Capitol Police Labor 
Committee but as a police officer as well. As Chairman of the Fraternal Order of Police Labor 
Committee for the United States Capitol Police, I represent more than one thousand sworn members of 
our Department. We meet regularly to discuss our experiences on the job. While much of what we 
discuss relates to traditional workplace issues that face union memberships in the variety of work 
settings represented by organized labor, we also hear consistent constructive criticism regarding how 
well we protect those we are sworn to serve. I am proud of my fellow officers’ interest in supporting the 
goals our oath of office sets out for us. They are professionals who want to contribute more. 

The men and women of the United States Capitol Police take great pride in being given the 
responsibility to protect members of Congress; the Congressional community; and the millions who visit 
here. Those who are recruited and trained to carry out our vital mission are among the best educated and 
motivated people I have encountered anywhere in the law enforcement community. They bring intellect 
and on the ground experience to the myriad tasks associated with securing and protecting everyone 
within the Capitol complex. I believe we are a well of underutilized insights and ideas that could 
support further improvements in securing the Capitol. 

The Capitol complex faces a constant threat that is not always easy to detect or identify. To 
deter and combat threats the Department must be given the adequate and appropriate resources to fulfill 
our mission. We believe a longer view of the technology and equipment that can significantly enhance 
our mission must be taken. Further, that the integration and scalability of the existing and future 
systems must be given more weight in order to maximize the effectiveness of tax dollars spent while 
projecting future needs in a manner that will make improvements more affordable and compatible. 

In addition to the obvious need for training, equipment and adequate funding to carry out our 
mission for the Congress and the nation we need you to understand our mission and your cooperation in 
the performance of our mission. We recognize that often our duties may be viewed as an inconvenience, 
but they are essential for maintaining the security throughout the complex. An officer needs to stay 
focused on the possible threat without fear from reprisal for properly carrying out their duties. Due to 
this ever-changing threat officers cannot passively monitor activity but must be able to take a proactive 
approach to investigate suspicious activity. 

The effectiveness of the individual officers at each of the posts, each of the patrol vehicles and 
the various support positions around the Department is most affected by their personal motivation. It is 
dangerous for everyone who relies upon us if we are reluctant to do what is difficult but required. The 
human factor in our profession is unusually critical because a blind eye or turned head can allow the 
person intent on harm to bring arms, toxins or other dangerous commodities to the halls and offices of 
the Capitol campus. 

Your police officers must feel that they will be supported by their supervisors, their Chief, the 
Police Board and the Members when they make good faith efforts to do their job. If they come to a 
common sense that good efforts are punished by the powers that be, because they feel inconvenienced 
then more damage is done to our security that you may understand. I urge this Committee and the 
Congress to regularly publish its support for its police officers who diligently perform their duties as 
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individuals and as an agency. Where inconvenience meets security we must encourage the responsible 
officers and officials to support security and to recognize those who work to secure those we protect. 

I have devoted a lot of my time to our mission to protect you. Now I wish to raise a serious issue 
that is a more traditional union concern. I would like to highlight is our retirement. 

The law enforcement profession is more competitive now than ever. It is critical to the Capitol 
Police to not only recruit the most qualified personnel possible but also to retain them for the length of 
their career. One of the greatest deciding factors that an applicant considers when making a decision for 
employment in law enforcement is the compensation package offered by each agency. 

Our goal is to enhance our retirement benefits to be more competitive with other agencies, thus 
more appealing to potential applicants. In doing so we will not only be able to attract the best applicants 
but retain the officers that are currently in the field. The cost associated with training a new officer just 
| to have them leave for another agency is wasting the resources provided by Congress.and the taxpayer. 

In too many instances, the U.S. Capitol Police Department is the recruiting arm for competing 
local and federal law enforcement agencies. Many young men and women who become U.S. Capitol 
Police Officers begin to look elsewhere after completing a few years on our Department. This very 
issue faced the D.C. Metropolitan Police Department in the early 1970’s when the Congress approved an 
expansion of its authorized strength. Even with the unprecedented step of authorizing early outs for 
military personnel who joined the Metropolitan Police Department (during the Viet Nam war), the MPD 
was unable to reach the new authorized strength because too many new recruits left for law enforcement 
careers elsewhere after securing a few years of experience. It is a matter of record that the only thing 
that stabilized the MPD’s workforce was the adoption of a 20 year retirement system by the Congress. 

Subsequent to Home Rule tor the District, the City abandoned the 20 year retirement. They are 
now in the process of passing legislation that will restore 20 year retirement as they work to increase the 
size of their police department and stabilize their police force again. 

We recognize the challenge that this presents and are aware of the PAYGO issue but hope to 
| work with all the relevant committees to find an offset and accomplish this goal in the future. 

That concludes my statement. I’d be happy to answer any questions. 
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0002/003 


Matthew A* Tighe 
Biography 


Education: 

Matthew A. Tighe is a graduate of Bishop Timon High School in Buffalo, 
New York. Attended Alfred College and D’youeille College in 1991-1993. 

Work Experience: 

Matt began his career in law enforcement as a correctional officer for New 
York State Department of Correctional Services from 1994 - 1999. He 
joined the United States Capitol Police in August of 1999. Since joining the 
police department he has worked for the House Division Officer and is 
currently assigned to the Patrol Mobile Response Division, where he’s been 
for approximately five years. 

Officer Tighe started with the Fraternal Order of Police U.S. Capitol Police 
Labor Committee in 20001 . He has been actively involved in and has held 
many positions on the Labor Committee Executive Board until being elected 
Chairman in 2007. 

Chairman Tighe strives to enhance Labor Management relations. 
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05/01/2008 THU 15: 20 


Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 

Witness Disclosure Requirement - “Truth in Testimony” 
Required by House Rule XI, Clause 2(g) 


Your NameiMatthew Tighe 


1 . Are you testifying on behalf of a Federal, State, or Local 
Governmental entity? 


2. Are you testifying on behalf of an entity other than a Government 
entity? 


3 . If your answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any federal grants or contracts 
(including subgrants or subcontracts) which von have received since October 1, 1996: 


Yes No 


4. Other than yourself please list what entity or entities you are representing: 
United States Capitol Police Labor Commimmittee 


5. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any offices or elected positions 
held or briefly describe your representation^ capacity with the entities disclosed in 
question number 4: 


Chairman United States Capitol Police Labor Committee 


6. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, do any of the entities 

disclosed in question number 4 have parent organizations, subsidiaries, 
or partnerships to the entities for whom you are not representing? 


7, If the answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any federal grants or contracts 
(including subgrants or subcontracts) which were received by the entities listed undo- 
question number 4 since October 1, 1996, including the source and amount of each 
grant or contract: 


Signature: Date: JMay 1, 2008 

Please attach this sheet and your CV (resume) to your written testimony. 
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FEAR OF REPRISALS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You referenced a restraint that you 
indicate some officers feel about the actions that they are able to 
take to do their job. Can you elaborate on that a little bit? 

Mr. Tighe. Well, ma’am, unfortunately, many times officers are 
worried about upsetting key staffers or even members of certain 
committees. They feel if they do their job correctly and they incon- 
venience people, delay them coming in through the doors, that they 
will face reprisal. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Can you be more specific? Do you 
mean like if they require a staffer 

Mr. Tighe. Oftentimes there are complaints that are generated 
against officers for simply carrying out their duties. And, to be hon- 
est, when the complaints come from certain members or staffers, 
the officers feel that they are going to get in trouble. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I don’t mean to press you. But do you 
mean, for example, if an officer expects someone, a staff person, to 
go through the magnetometer, as opposed to going around the mag- 
netometer if they are not with their boss? 

Mr. Tighe. Exactly. Sometimes they will be doing their job, they 
won’t recognize somebody, they will ask them to take off their 
shoes. People will get upset on the street. They will be stopped for 
traffic infractions, and they will be upset that they were stopped. 
Oftentimes, you are asked, “Do you know who I am”; and the offi- 
cers simply state, “No, I am just carrying out my duty”. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, I appreciate you bringing 
that to our attention; and that is something we would be glad to 
follow up on. 


RETIREMENT PLANS 

On the retirement issue, Capitol Police officers are part of the 
Federal retirement system. And, for example, you know, D.C. police 
are not and other police agencies are not. Are you suggesting that 
the Federal retirement benefit package is not as lucrative as other 
police agencies that are not part of that system? 

Mr. Tighe. What I am saying is we lose a lot of our officers to 
local departments, but we also lose them to Federal agencies. The 
difference with our retirement compared to other Federal agencies 
is the law enforcement availability pay which is factored into many 
1811 positions when they get to retirement. So, basically, they get 
a 25 percent higher retirement benefit than a Capitol Police officer. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am sorry for my ignorance, but I 
don’t know what law enforcement availability pay is. 

Mr. Tighe. They are given 25 percent more in their base pay. It 
is basically in lieu of overtime. They are given what is called LEAP 
pay, And that is factored into the base salary. When they retire, 
that is included in their 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And the overtime is not factored 
into 

Mr. Tighe. A Capitol Police officer’s overtime is not included into 
the retirement benefit. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. And quite a bit of the hours 
that you work is overtime? 
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Mr. Tighe. Correct. So an officer would be used to that salary. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And that is a competitive disadvan- 
tage. I understand. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Latham. 

Thank you very much, Officer Tighe. Let me just say that I don’t 
think we are able to express enough to the Capitol Police force how 
much we appreciate your protection and your representation and 
your service to us as Members, to the Capitol community and to 
the visitors and citizens that come to tour the Capitol complex. And 
we truly, truly appreciate your work. 

Mr. Tighe. Thanks for recognizing, ma’am; and, also, we would 
like to thank you for your continued support of the union and the 
Department. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are very welcome. 

Mr. Latham. If I could, I will associate myself with your re- 
marks. But, also, if there is someone who feels intimidated or 
something, I would like to know it, who it is and what is going on 
on specific cases, because that simply is totally out of bounds. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And we’ll follow up with the police 
leadership on that as well. 

Mr. Tighe. Thank you, ma’am. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Officer. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF LAW LIBRARIES 

WITNESS 

MARY ALICE BAISH, ACTING WASHINGTON AFFAIRS REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF LAW LIBRARIES 

Opening Statement — Ms. Baish 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Next we’ll hear from Mary 
Alice Baish, the Acting Washington Affairs Representative of the 
American Association of Law Libraries. 

Ms. Baish, your full statement will be entered into the record; 
and you can proceed with a 5-minute summary. Thank you, and it 
is good to see you. 

Ms. Baish. Good afternoon. Thank you for this opportunity to ap- 
pear before you today on behalf of the American Association of Law 
Libraries, the American Library Association and the Special Li- 
braries Association. 

SUPPORT FOR FULL GPO FUNDING 

Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz and Ranking Member 
Latham, we really appreciate you giving us this opportunity to 
urge your support for the full Fiscal Year 2009 appropriations re- 
quest of the tJ.S. Government Printing Office. Our communities are 
committed to public access, to government information and a ro- 
bust Federal depository library program. Your constituents benefit 
daily from the collections and services of the 30 depository libraries 
in your districts and States, as well as the government information 
available on line at all libraries. 

I would like to point out the depository libraries spend millions 
of dollars every year for staff space and the technological infra- 
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structure needed to put your constituents in touch with the govern- 
ment information they need that comes in all formats, depending 
upon the agency’s decision to produce it. Past studies have shown 
that depository libraries in fact spend about $10 for every $1 of 
Federal investment. So the monies that you appropriate to support 
public access in the FDLP are multiplied many times over by the 
costs contributed by depository libraries. 

My long statement describes in detail why we are asking you to 
fund fully GPO’s congressional printing and binding, salaries and 
expenses and revolving fund. Monies in all three accounts con- 
tribute to promoting public access to print and electronic docu- 
ments and to meeting the needs of depository libraries. 

FEDERAL DIGITAL SYSTEM 

I would like to use my brief time this morning really to urge you 
to agree to GPO’s request of $21.2 million for the Federal Digital 
System. We believe that FDsys is absolutely essential to GPO’s fu- 
ture. It is a myth to think that utilizing the Web to provide public 
access to reliable government information doesn’t carry a hefty 
price tag. There are enormous costs in managing the life-cycle of 
on-line information, including its permanent public access and 
preservation. 

The funding of FDsys to date has come from monies repro- 
grammed in 2005. We ask that you show your support for FDsys 
with a commitment to its launch next fall and to its future en- 
hancements. 

The GPO access system authorized by legislation back in 1993 is 
the central mechanism for making Federal government information 
available to the public. GPO has done a remarkable job on a shoe- 
string and now estimates that about 94 percent of new titles in the 
Federal depository library program are electronic. With this in- 
creasing emphasis on on-line access, it is time to replace the obso- 
lete technology of the GPO access system with the state-of-the-art 
FDsys; and here is why. 

GPO access uses WAIS, a pre-Web technology that makes it chal- 
lenging for the average user to search and locate the information 
they need. In addition, there are times when a technology fails, as 
it recently did when access to 3 years of the on-line Congressional 
Record, 1994 to 1996, became unavailable to users. Fortunately, in 
this case, the Congressional Record is one of GPO’s essential titles 
and so is still available for anyone in print who can go to a local 
depository library. 

During the past year, we have been very pleased with progress 
that GPO has made in a number of areas because of the new 
functionalities offered through FDsys. I would like to briefly men- 
tion two of them that are especially noteworthy. 

First, digital authentication. GPO has begun implementing dig- 
ital signatures to certain electronic documents on GPO access. This 
establishes GPO as the trusted information disseminator for the 
Federal Government by providing the assurance that an electronic 
document has not been altered since GPO disseminated it. This 
year, GPO launched an on-line collection of authenticated public 
and private laws of the 110th Congress. The ability to authenticate 
on-line legal resources is especially important. And in February, 



182 


GPO digitally signed the 2009 on-line version of the budget of the 
United States Government and also published it in print after 
OMB had announced that it would only publish the 2,200 page 
budget on line. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have 30 seconds, Ms. Baish. 

Ms. Baish. Thank you. 

OMB’s shortsighted decision resulted in a flurry of news stories 
about how valuable these four print volumes are in terms of 
usability. 

Second, Web harvesting. GPO has made great progress in har- 
vesting agency Web documents. In 2006, they completed a very im- 
portant pilot with the Environmental Protection Agency in which 
they harvested over 200,000 unavailable EPA on-line documents. 
So the Web harvest is really needed so that GPO can increase pub- 
lic access to these Web-based agency documents and also ensure 
their preservation. 

I hope you’ll agree with us that full funding for GPO in 2009 is 
vital to supporting the needs of depository libraries and your con- 
stituents who use them every day. Last year, I asked you to be- 
come champions of GPO and the FDLP. This year, I ask that you 
please champion FDsys and, at the same time, support GPO’s other 
funding needs that are really crucial to their information dissemi- 
nation program. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. Baish. 

Ms. Baish. The FDLP is your program, and we really appreciate 
your continuing support. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. We appreciate 
your testimony. 

Mr. Latham. 

Thank you very much. 

[Ms. Baish’s prepared testimony, disclosure form, and CV follow:] 
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Good morning. I am Mary Alice Baish, Acting Washington Affairs Representative for 
the American Association of Law Libraries (AALL). 1 am very pleased to appear before 
you today on behalf of AALL, the American Library Association (ALA) and the Special 
Libraries Association (SLA). The descriptions of our individual organizations are 
attached at the end of my statement. 

Together we represent over 90,000 librarians, information specialists, library trustees and 
friends of libraries, as well as the more than 1200 libraries in every state and 
congressional district that participate in the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP). 
I am pleased to note that your constituents benefit daily from the collections and services 
of the ten selective depository libraries in your districts and the regional depository 
libraries that serve your states, as well as the government information available online at 
all libraries. Each of you, therefore, has a personal stake in making sure that the FDLP is 
adequately funded so that your constituents have easy, no-fee access to a wealth of 
government information, both in print and electronic formats. 

Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz and Ranking Member Latham, we thank you for 
holding this important hearing. 1 am here today to speak in support of the FY 2009 
budget request of the U.S. Government Printing Office. Our communities have a very 
strong interest in Federal information policy and a fervent commitment to public access 
to government information and a robust FDLP for the 2 1 st Century. The mission of the 
Government Printing Office (GPO) is uniquely important. GPO provides the three 
branches of the Federal government with expert publishing and printing services and 
electronic access to government information through GPO Access. In addition, GPO 
ensures perpetual, no-fee, ready public access to the printed and electronic information 
published by the Federal government, in partnership with federal depository libraries. 

The public’s ability to access e-govemment information, either at their local depositoiy 
library, neighborhood library or directly from their desktop, has grown exponentially 
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since the enactment of the GPO Access Enhancement Act in 1 993 and the move towards 
greater e-govemment by agencies. Congress and the courts. While e-govemment brings 
us many opportunities for enhanced public access, many difficult challenges remain 
unresolved as government moves away from producing its information in print and relies 
increasingly on “bom digital” government information. We believe that GPO has a 
critical leadership role in helping the Federal government meet these unique challenges. 

Our organizations strongly support Public Printer Robert C. Tapella’s statement of March 
6, 2008 and we urge the Subcommittee to fund GPO’s full FY 2009 budget request of 
$174.35 million. This includes $97.92 million for Congressional Printing and Binding 
(CP&B); $43.42 million for the Salaries and Expenses (S&E) account; and $33 million 
for the revolving fund. We believe that full funding is crucial because the FY 2008 
omnibus appropriations bill resulted in lower levels of funding for GPO’s many 
important programs, particularly for the IT infrastructure needed for the development of 
the Federal Digital System. We further believe that full funding should be provided for 
Congressional Printing and Binding to eliminate the shortfall in funding for this 
important program, w hich is the source of congressional publications that are highly 
valued by users of depository library collections. I would now like to describe in more 
detail why each of these funding requests is so important for the library community and 
the American public. 

First, the Federal Digital System. 

Our organizations and all library communities have championed GPO’s development of 
the Federal Digital System (FDsys). This content-centric system will ensure that electronic 
information from all three branches of the Federal government will be permanently 
available in electronic format, authenticated and versioned, and accessible through the 
Internet for easy searching, viewing, downloading and printing. We believe that its 
implementation is key to GPO’s ability to provide services to Congress, agencies, 
depository' libraries and the public in the 21 s1 century. New state-of-the-art systems do not 
come cheap, and GPO must be given adequate funds to provide the IT infrastructure 
needed to launch FDsys by the end of the year. A total of $21.2 million has been requested 


2 



186 


for FY 2009 to fund the establishment and operations of FDsys. Of that amount, $15.5 
million has been requested for the revolving fund to support the first release and system 
enhancements. An additional $5.7 million has been requested for the S&E to digitize parts 
of the legacy collection and acquire expanded Web harvesting services. 

Our organizations have been monitoring the development of FDsys and we commend 
GPO for consulting frequently with the depository library community on its design and 
implementation. As outlined in the GPO Strategic Vision in 2004, the agency expected to 
invest $29 million to develop FDsys. They have spent $18 million to date from funds 
reprogrammed in 2005 from prior year unspent CP&B and S&E appropriations. GPO is 
currently funding FDsys from their revolving fund. In order to maintain progress and 
meet their target date for an initial release later this year, their funding request of $21 .2 
million is critically important. 

We believe that GPO has made good progress on specifying and developing FDsys. In 
September 2007, GPO released a Proof-of-Concept of FDsys and began giving 
demonstrations to stakeholders. These stakeholders, including the Office of the Clerk of 
the House, the Office of the Secretary of the Senate, the depository library community 
and federal agencies have had the opportunity to participate in beta testing of the proof- 
of-concept. Responses to the proof-of-concept have been overwhelmingly positive — over 
90% of the beta test users stated that FDsys works as expected, validating that GPO is on 
the right track. 

GPO remains focused on the first public release of FDsys targeted for later this year. This 
includes replacing GPO Access functionality and transferring current GPO Access 
content into FDsys. Work on FDsys has also helped guide GPO’s efforts to meet disaster 
recovery needs. Digital publications in GPO Access needed to be converted into the new 
structure to work with modem search tools associated with GPO’s agency disaster 
recovery plans. Accordingly, GPO migrated these digital publications in GPO Access 
into a consistent, flexible, tagged dataset that support their disaster recovery plan and will 
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be utilized in FDsys. Our communities have long urged GPO to implement a disaster 
recovery capability and we are pleased with their progress in this arena. 

On another important front, GPO is continuing its advancements in automated web 
harvesting in anticipation of the second release of FDsys. The goal of web harvesting is 
to discover and capture newly identified online publications that are within the scope of 
GPO’s information dissemination programs, increasing public access to online 
government information and ensuring its preservation. GPO is using the lessons learned 
from the 2006 pilot project with the Environmental Protection Agency to continue the 
development of automated publication harvesting tools and methodologies in preparation 
for full implementation with FDsys. We applaud these developments and ask that you 
please fully fund FDsys in FY 2009 to ensure its initial release and future enhanced 
functionalities. 

Second, Salaries and Expenses. 

The S&E appropriation is essential to supporting the FDLP, the very successful partnership 
program through which congressional and other important government publications and 
information products are disseminated to approximately 1,250 participating academic, 
public, law, Federal and other libraries nationwide. The S&E funds the cataloging, 
indexing, and distribution of Federal publications in print and electronic formats to 
depository libraries and other recipients designated by law. GPO's FY 2009 S&E request 
of $43.42 represents a much-needed increase of $8.5 million over the current level to cover 
mandatory pay and price increases; overhead distribution; and several important 
information technology projects that are designed to expand and improve public access to 
government information. 

We fully support GPO's important effort to replace the obsolete technology of GPO 
Access with the state-of-the-art Federal Digital System. GPO Access uses WA1S, an 
antiquated pre-web technology that makes it difficult for the average user to search and 
locate the information they need. The navigation features of GPO Access are clunky and 
the search functions are poor, as you might expect from a 15-year old technology. Often 
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only simple tasks can be performed satisfactorily. So while GPO Access provides access 
to wonderful content, the ability to find exactly what one needs is a daunting challenge to 
most users. In addition, even frequent users are often plagued with technical problems, 
including linking and internal server errors, slow retrieval and difficulties with full text 
searching. GPO Access must be updated for the 21 st century and the content migrated 
into FDsy s. The search capabilities of FDsys will be a vast improvement over the current 
system and will provide users with advanced search capabilities. Although its first public 
launch is not scheduled until the end of the year, we have begun to see some progress 
because of new functionalities that FDsys already provides. 

For example, through FDsys, GPO has begun implementing digital signatures to certain 
electronic documents on GPO Access that not only establish GPO as the trusted 
information disseminator, but also provide the assurance that an electronic document has 
not been altered since GPO disseminated it. A digital signature, viewed through the GPO 
Seal of Authenticity, verifies document integrity and authenticity on GPO online Federal 
documents, at no cost to the end user. Recently, GPO digitally signed the 2009 Budget of 
the United States Government. This is the first time this has been done, and GPO staff 
used the newly implemented Automated PDF Signing (APS) system to complete the 
signing. 

The APS system has been integrated into the beta Public and Private Laws for the 1 10 th 
Congress application. GPO staff has successfully worked with the Office of the Federal 
Register to move the Public and Private laws beta application to a live application. This 
live database has now replaced the previous database, which provided the same files, but 
unsigned. GPO plans to continue work with Congress and others to digitally sign 
additional content on GPO Access. We applaud these efforts and believe that GPO will 
be able to provide agencies with digital authentication services for their online 
information, just as GPO served as a publisher for agencies in the print world. The digital 
signatures establish GPO as the trusted information disseminator for the Federal 
government by providing a level of assurance that an electronic document has not been 
altered since GPO disseminated it. 
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We would also like to commend GPO for the following additional new initiatives that 
have resulted in improved access to government information. These demonstrate the 
variety of services that GPO is able to provide, thanks to your support for their S&E 
appropriations. 

The PACER Beta-test. 

In September 2007, the Judicial Conference approved a pilot project to provide Federal 
depository libraries access to PACER (Public Access to Court Electronic Records), an 
online service of the Administrative Office of the U. S. Courts. The PACER system 
provides remote access to case and docket information from the Federal Courts via the 
Internet. Records include information from the Appellate, District and Bankruptcy 
Courts. Users of PACER are able to access information about a case including the names 
of all the parties, judges and attorneys involved in the case, case history and status, as 
well as many of the documents submitted by the parties to the court. 

The PACER pilot project provides the public with no-fee access to important court 
information through sixteen participating depository libraries. The goal of the pilot 
project is to determine if Federal depository library access to PACER expands usage to 
those who currently do not have it available to them or would be inhibited by going to a 
court house to use the service. Participating libraries are obligated to promote the PACER 
service to the public, and to report back to GPO. Their efforts have been very successful. 
The first bimonthly report, which covers December 2007 through January 2008, reveals 
that there were 150 PACER users, 67 of whom had not previously used the service. 1 am 
especially pleased to note that this successful project, which we hope will eventually be 
broadened to include all depository libraries, came as a result of the 2006 AALL 
Executive Board “Resolution on No-Fee FDLP Access to PACER" that was transmitted 
to former Public Printer Bruce James. We applaud GPO and the Administrative Office of 
the U.S. Courts for this important new collaboration. 

New GPO/Depository Library Partnerships 

During the past year, GPO joined with the University of Illinois at Chicago and other 
participating Federal depository libraries to promote “Government Information Online: 
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Ask a Librarian” (GiO). GIO is a free, Web-based virtual reference service provided by 
almost 20 Federal depository libraries throughout the country that focuses on responding 
to government information-related questions. GPO is participating in this project by 
promoting GIO to other Federal agencies and by submitting to GIO questions received 
through askGPO that do not relate to GPO programs, services or products. GIO is an 
example of a successful collaboration, and represents how depository libraries and their 
highly skilled and knowledgeable librarians are focusing on new services to provide 
improved access to government information. GPO and depository libraries will continue 
to collaborate in new ways to provide “point of need" access to Federal government 
information. 

Training is an important component of the partnership between GPO and depository 
libraries, and we are very pleased that GPO has initiated online training via Online 
Programming for All Libraries (OPAL), an interactive Web-based meeting and 
conferencing service. These educational events are held in the GPO OPAL room and 
allow participants to interact via voice-over-IP, text chatting and synchronized browsing. 
In addition, training events are archived to allow those unable to attend a live event to 
replay the event at their convenience. Past presentations, which remain archived, were 
given by GPO staff on the following topics: the Catalog of Government Publications, 
Browse Topics and digital authentication. Recently, GPO opened up its OPAL room to 
members of the depository library' community who would like to present additional 
educational and training sessions for the benefit of the entire community. 

Also last year, GPO formed a partnership with the Naval Postgraduate School that will 
allow depository libraries to gain access to the Homeland Security Digital Library 
(HSDL). HSDL is a database containing (J.S. policy documents. Presidential directives 
and national strategy documents, as well as other specialized resources related to the 
study of homeland security. The University of North Texas (UNT) has also partnered 
with GPO to provide access to the Web sites of defunct Federal agencies and 
commissions. UNT captures the agency's or commission's Web site as they close their 
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operations and then provides public access to the sites from their CyberCemetery of 
Defunct Federal Agencies and Commissions. 

Third, Congressional Printing and Binding. 

We urge you as well to support GPO’s request of $97.92 million for Congressional 
Printing and Binding. Access to legislative information — the daily and bound 
Congressional Record, bills, committee hearings (full published transcripts as opposed to 
hearing statements posted to committee Web sites), reports, prints, documents and other 
materials — is crucial to the public’s ability to monitor and participate in the legislative 
process. Full funding is especially important so that GPO can make up the shortfall from 
FY 2007 and the predicted shortfall for FY 2008. Congressional materials are heavily used 
at depository libraries, both for current and historical research. They must be published and 
distributed to members of Congress and depository libraries in a timely fashion. And while 
we value the ability to access these materials electronically through GPO Access, GPO has 
acknowledged the continued need for the print distribution of congressional and other legal 
materials to depository libraries because print is both official and authentic, and the 
electronic versions of these legal resources are not. 

Fourth, the Revolving Fund. 

We support GPO’s revolving fund request of $33 million, almost half of which is needed 
for the completion of FDsys and other essential information technology infrastructure 
projects that are critical to the agency’s effective and efficient operations. The revolving 
fund request also includes $17.5 million for much-needed building maintenance and 
repairs. 

Fifth, the Federal Depository Library Program in the 21 s< Century. 

Our Nation was founded on the core principle that citizens have a right and need to access 
information by and about their government in order to participate in our democracy and 
hold government accountable. The origins of the FDLP and its partnership with Congress 
date back to the Act of 1813, when Congress authorized legislation to provide one copy of 
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the House and Senate Journals and other Congressional documents to certain universities, 
historical societies and state libraries. The FDLP has proven to be a tremendously 
successful partnership among Congress, Federal agencies, the courts, the GPO, depository 
libraries and the American public in ensuring the public’s right to know. The FDLP 
flourished during the 20 th Century and today’s tangible collections of government 
documents at depository libraries are a treasure trove that documents the history of our 
government. 

The FDLP and depository libraries continue to be crucial access and service points for the 
American public in the 21 s1 Century. The program provides your constituents with 
equitable, ready, efficient and no-fee access to Federal government information in an 
increasingly electronic environment. In addition to Congress, the White House, 
approximately 130 Federal departments and agencies and the Federal courts rely 
increasingly on GPO’s state-of-the-art technologies to create and disseminate government 
information through the Internet. FDsys will make GPO’s partnership with these other 
government entities stronger and more important than ever before. 

Each participating Federal depository library makes significant investments to ensure that 
the public has effective access to government information. For example, FDLP libraries 
invest in technologies to assist in accessing electronic government information. These 
investments exemplify the substantial costs that participating depository libraries incur in 
order to provide your constituents with equitable, ready, efficient and no-fee access to 
government information in both print and electronic formats. These costs include 
providing highly trained staff, adequate space, necessary additional materials, and 
expensive equipment and Internet connections. The success of GPO Access cannot be 
measured without acknowledging the substantial costs incurred by depository' libraries. 

Federal depository libraries serve as important channels of public access to government 
publications and contribute significantly to the success of the FDLP. The Government’s 
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responsibility to make government publications in both tangible and electronic formats 
available to depository libraries is successful because of the necessary partnerships 
developed between the Federal government, the GPO and the participating libraries. 
Electronic documents are especially important, as they are available to a larger portion of 
the population through all libraries and the Internet. In order for GPO to continue to 
increase the amount of government information available for current and future public 
access through the Internet and in order for the Federal government to fulfill its 
responsibilities for this partnership, it is critically important that Congress provide 
adequate funds to support the transition to a more electronic program. 

Conclusion. 

AALL, ALA and SLA respectfully urge the Subcommittee to support GPO by approving 
the Public Printer’s FY 2009 appropriations request in its entirety. Full funding is vital so 
that GPO is able to fulfill its mission of disseminating Federal government information of 
all three branches of Government to the American public. We ask that you please include 
this statement as part of the Subcommittee’s record for today’s “Legislative Branch 
Subcommittee Public Witness Hearing.” I'll be more than happy to answer any questions 
you might have. Thank you very much. 
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American Association of Law Libraries 

MAXJ-YUWMi i H.J-J PD«'*R Or i'«t. Lw LiBSAKV COMMUMT* SlACK H#C<s 

The American Association of Law Libraries (AALL) is a nonprofit educational organization 
with over 5,000 members nationwide who respond to the information needs of legislators, 
judges, and other public officials, corporations and small businesses, law professors and 
students, attorneys and members of the general public. AALL's mission is to promote and 
enhance the value of law libraries to the legal and public communities, to foster the profession 
oflaw librarianship, and to provide leadership in the field ofiegal information and information 
policy. 

hi.iv w w- v.aaH.org 




American 

Library 

Association 


The American Library Association (ALA), the oldest and largest library association in the 
world, is a nonprofit educational organization of over 65,000 librarians, primarily school, 
public, academic, and some special librarians, as well as trustees, publishers and friends of 
libraries. The Association provides leadership for the development, promotion, and 
improvement of library and information services and the profession of librarianship to enhance 
learning, and ensure access to information for all. 
http://www.ala.ort!.' 



SLA 

Ccmnectins P»o»l» 
*nd Information 


The Special Libraries Association (SLA) is a nonprofit global organization for innovative 
information professionals and their strategic partners. SLA serves more than 1 1 ,000 members 
in 75 countries in the information profession, including corporate, academic and government 
information specialists. SLA promotes and strengthens its members through learning, advocacy 
and networking initiatives. 
ht tp://www.sla.org/ 
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Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 

Witness Disclosure Requirement ' truth in Ivsilnumy 
Required by House Rule XL Clause 2<ai 


i Your Name: Mary Alice Baish 


jl 1 . Arc you testifying on behalf of a Federal, State, or Local 
Governmental entity ? 

5 Yes No, p 

j 2, Arc you testifying on behalf of an entity other than a Government 
j entity? 

Yes No | 


If your answer to question number 2 is yes. please list any federal grants or contracts j 
(including subgrants or subcontracts) which you have received since October 1 , 1 996: } 


N/A 


I 4. Other than yourself, please list what entity or entities you are representing: 
American Library Association (ALA), Special Libraries Association (SLA) 


5. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any offices or elected positions 
held or briefly describe your representational capacity with the entities disclosed in 
question number 4: 

ALA and SLA have endorsed my statement and asked that I represent them at the 

hearing 


6. If your answer to question number 2 is yes, do any of the entities Yes j No 

disclosed in question number 4 have parent organizations, subsidiaries, i j 

or .partnerships to the entities for whom you are not representing? 

7. i f the answer to question number 2 is yes, please list any federal grants or contracts 
(including subgrants or subcontracts) which were received by the entities listed under 
question number 4 since October 1, 1996. including the source and amount of each 
grant or contract. 

Please see attached list of grants received by the American Library’ Association. 


Signature: ) H'Yst ClL-c^ __ _ _ _ Date: \pnl 3 0, 200 8 


Please -attach this sheet and your C V ( resume) to your written testimony 
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AMERICAN LI BRA RY ASSOC! A T!ON 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT GRANTS & CON TRACTS 

From September K 2005 to Februan 28, 200? 


Federal Agency 

Project Name 

Amount 

LS Hep* of Education 

NCLSMLS 05-06 

$5,050.08 

i-S Dept of Justice 

Kids Count • 

SI 1.932 .63 I 

Library of Co ogre ss 

Standard Revision Process 

S3 8. J 64,24 



National Library of Medicine 

Frankenstein 

$2 ,8 26. 40 


i Changing the Face of Medicine 

$35,819.15 


[ gHig Your Library 

$20,072.55 

institute of Museum and Library 
Services 

, Spectrum. New Voices. New Vision 

.$280,544,68 i 


! l ibrarian for the 2!'“ Century 

. $81,285.63 


! Library Networks Coop 

' $50,843. i 8 

National Endowment for the Humanities 

i Elizabeth Traveling Exhibition 

. $ 1 8.460.48 


; Frankenstein Exhibit 

Si 9,6! 0.01 


: Storyline 4: New England 

$13. ’04.80 


1 Baseball Planning Grant 

$5,791,87 

NOI-Pass-through the Huntington 
Library 

1 Lincoln Traveling Exhibit 

$’5,369.14 


1 Forever Free-Uncol» Traveling Exhibit U 

$95,178.05 




NLH-Pav*-ih rough National Video 
Resources 

; hi/z Legacy 

S3 L 608.10 





N F.M'Pass' through Louisiana 
i Endowment for the Humanities 

! Prime Time Reading 5 

$9 ,099 .05 



1 N Eli- Pass-through New York Historical 
Society 

i Alexander Hamilton Traveling Exhibition j 

$46, 1 86.65 i 



National Enciawmcot for the Arts 

| Library Networks for Literature 

\? 89’ 69 





i A Elf /Coopera tive Agrctmeut/Cantegit 
• Cor n. 

: We the People Bookshelf 1 L Freedom 

$27,391.66 

I We the People Bookshelf ILBccoming 
; i American 

$72!. 865 .21 ! 


: We the People: Pursuit of Happiness 

S?4.S*9.<»3 
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MARY ALICE BAISH 

Georgetown University Law Center 
111 G St NW, Washington DC 20001-1417 
(202) 662-9200 
baish@law.g-eorgetown.edu 
http: / / www.aallnet.org/aallwash 


Mary Alice Baish, Acting Washington Affairs Representative for the American Association of Law 
libraries (AALL), has been responsible for the daily activities of the Washington Affairs Office since 
1995. She drafts testimony and letters on federal and state information policy issues, and represents the 
Association with members of Congress and their staff, other top agency officials, other national library 
associations and a host of coalitions in which AA L L actively participates. AAIJL’s policy agenda includes 
a broad range of issues related to access to government information, copyright and privacy. Ms. Baish 
has initiated a strong grassroots advocacy program for the Association, particularly with AALL’s thirty 
state and regional chapters. She has written and spoken extensively about e-government information 
policy issues and served on the Public Printer's Depository Library Council from 1997—2000. 


PROFESSIONAL POSITIONS 

Washington Affairs Office of the American Association of Law Libraries 

Acting Washington Affairs Representative, Fall 2007 - present. 

Associate Washington Affairs Representative, 1995 - Fall 2007. 

The American University Library 

Reference /Documents Librarian, 1991 - 1994. 

Recipient of American University Faculty Research Grant, Summer 1994. 

Seton Hall University Law School Library 

Documents Librarian, 1988 - 1990. 

Archibald S. Alexander Library, Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey 

Graduate Assistant, 1987 - 1988. 


PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 

American Association of Law Libraries (AALL) 

AALL Representative to American Bar Association Standing Committee on the Law Library of 
Congress, Institute of Museum and Library Services, Library Copyright Alliance, 

National Information Standards Organization. 

Staff Liaison to the AALL Access to Electronic Legal Information Committee, Citation Formats 
Committee, Copyright Committee and Government Relations Committee. 

Planning Committee, AALL National Summit on Authentic Legal Information in the Digital Age, 
April 2007. 

Project Manager, State-by-State Report on Permanent Rubik Access to Electronic Government Information (2003) 
and State-by-State Report on Authentication of Online Ijigal Resources (2007). 
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American Library Association (ALA) 

Member, 1991 — present. 

Member, Government Documents Roundtable, 1991 - present. 

Member, Committee on Legislation’s Government Information Subcommittee, 1994 - present. 
Member, Committee on Legislation’s Federal libraries Subcommittee, 2007 - present. 

Americans for Fair Electronic Commerce Transactions 

Board President, 2007 - present. 

Member, 2000 - 2006. 

The Public Printer’s Federal Depository Library Council 

Member, 1997 - 2000. 

Friends of the Law Library of Congress 

Board Member, 2008 - present. 

GLIN (Global Legal Information Network) Advisory Council 

Member, 2007 — present. 

GLIN (Global Legal Information Network) Board of Trustees 

Board Member, 2008 - present. 

OpenThe Govemment.org 

Steering Committee Member, 2002 — present. 

Executive Committee Member, 2006 - present. 


PRESENTATIONS (2007) 

“Authentic Legal Information in the Digital Age: Is Online Legal Information Trustworthy?” Joint 
Conference of the Virginia Library Association and Virginia Association of Law Libraries, Hot Springs, 
VA, November 2007. 

“Authentic Legal Information in the Digital Age: Where Do We Go From Here?” Tenth Court 
Technology Conference, Tampa, FL, October 2007. 

“AALL Authentication Report and National Summit,” Federal Depository Library Council and Fall 
Depository Library Meeting, Washington, DC, October 2007. 

“Authentication of and Permanent Public Access to Electronic Documents,” NALIT 2007 Professional 
Development Seminar, Springfield, IL, September 2007. 

“Hot Topics on AALL’s Policy and Legislative Agenda,” 2007 Legislative Advocacy Leadership 
Training, AALL Annual Conference, New Orleans, LA, July 2007. 


“AALL’s Survey on Authentication of Government Information: A Year Later and Still Challenging: 
Key Findings of the Authentication Report,” AALL Annual Conference, New Orleans, LA* July 2007. 
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‘‘Librarians As Change Agents: Influencing Public Policy,” A ALL x\nnual Conference, New Orleans, 
LA, July 2007. 

“How Trustworthy Are Primary Legal Resources on the Web?” Best Practices Exchange 2007, Phoenix, 
AZ, May 2007. 

“The Future of Primary Legal Resources on the Web,” Conference on Back to the Future of Legal 
Research, Chicago, IL, May 2007. 

“The Technological Solutions for Best Practices,” AALL National Summit on Authentic Legal 
Information in the Digital Age, Chicago, IL, April 2007. 


PUBLICATIONS (RECENT) 

Columnist: 

AAIX Washington Affairs Office Issue Briefs 
AALL Washington E-Bulletin, 2006 — present. 

AAIX Washington Blawg, 2008 — present. 

“Washington Brief,” AALL Spectrum , 1995 — present. 

"Washington Report," ALA Documents to the People , 1992 - 2000. 

Executive Editor, AALL State-by-State Report on Authentication of Online Legal Resources , 2007. 

Executive Editor, AAIX State-by-State Report on Permanent Public Access to Electronic Government Information , 
2003. 

“Librarians as Change Agents — How You Can Help Influence Public Policy in the 110 th Congress,” 
Searcher The Magazine for Database Professionals , March 2007. 


EDUCATION 

M.L.S., summa cum laude, School of Communication, Information and library Studies, Rutgers, 
The State University of New Jersey, 1988. 

Elected to Beta Phi Mu, International Library Science Honor Society, May 1989. 

Ed.M., cum laude. The State University of New York at Buffalo, 1972. 

B.A. (French), cum laude. Saint Joseph College, Emmitsburg, Maryland, 1968. 

Elected to Pi Delta Phi, National French Honor Society, 1965. 

Omega Chapter President, 1967-68. 

Pre-Masters Certificate, Laval University, Quebec, June 1967. 
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American Association of Law Libraries 

Maximizing the Power of the Law Library Community Since 1906 


Mary Alice finish 

Acting Washington Affairs Representative 

Georgetown University Law Center 
Edward Bennett Williams Library 
111 G St. NW 
Washington, DC 20001-1417 
(202) 662-9200 
www.aallnet.org/aallwash 

baish'Slaw, georgetown.edu 


May 2, 2008 


The Honorable Debbie Wasserman Schultz 
Chairmanwoman, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
House Committee on Appropriations 
Room H-147 The Capitol 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Tom Latham 

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
House Committee on Appropriations 
Room H-147 The Capitol 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Chairwoman Wasserman Schultz and Ranking Member Latham: 


I look forward to testifying before you next week at the Public Witness Hearing in support 
of the FY 2009 appropriations request of the U.S. Government Printing Office. In addition, 
I write to you today to express our endorsement of the statement that will be given by 
Congressman William Orton, on behalf of the American Bar Association, in support of the 
FY 2009 funding for the Law library of Congress. Full and adequate funding for the Law 
Library is crucial to its ability to fulfill its mission in providing timely access to its collections 
to Congress, the Congressional Research Service, the U.S. Courts, the executive branch, the 
legal community and members of the public. 

The American Association of Law Libraries (“AALL”) is a non-profit educational 
organization with over 5,000 members nationwide. AALL's mission is to promote and 
enhance the value of law libraries to the legal and public communities, to foster the 
profession of law librarianship, and to provide leadership in the field of legal information 
and information policy. Access to government information, the future of the Federal 
Depository Library Program, and the adequate funding of our Nation’s de facto national law 
library are three important priority issues for AALL and our members. 
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The Law library of Congress is the world’s largest collection of United States federal and 
state, international, comparative and foreign legal documents, covering over 200 
jurisdictions. With an exceptionally skilled staff competent in most foreign languages and 
international law and legal systems of the world, the Law Library serves thousands of users 
each year and, in addition, a rapidly increasing number of remote users through its Web site 
and its unique digital collections. 

The Law Library of Congress needs adequate annual funding: 

* to develop and maintain its comprehensive legal collections, including foreign and 
international materials essential to global commerce; 

* to achieve timely cataloging and processing of all new materials; 

* to support the critically important “Access to Law Collections” project to reclassify its 
print collection to the Class K international standard for legal materials — until this project is 
completed, a substantial portion of the library’s collection cannot be easily retrieved; 

* to ensure the conservation of the Law Library’s collection of over 65,000 unique rare 
books; and, 

* to provide specialized legal research to members of Congress and their staff. 

At the same time, the Law Library must continue to develop and enhance its important 
digital projects, such as the Global Legal Information Network, a uniquely important 
multinational legal database of current, official foreign laws, regulations and other legal 
resources important to our government, to die legal and business communities and the 
public. 

AALL and the ABA have been working closely together for well over a decade to seek ways 
to improve funding for the Law Library. In 2001, our Executive Board passed a Resolution 
on the Creation of a National Law Library, expressing our concern that “the Law Library’s 
services, collections, facilities and digital projects have not been sustained with adequate 
budgets or staffing necessary to fulfill the Library’s mission to serve Congress as well as the 
legal community and the public.” While we recognize that creating an independent National 
Law Library is a long-term goal, the crisis at hand is to fund the Law library so that it 
becomes the first-class library that its collections, its staff and its users deserve. 

Chairmanwoman Wasserman Schultz, since I met with you in February, along with 
Congressman Orton and others from the ABA, we have been working with Representative 
Zoe Lofgren and her staff on a legislative solution which we believe is critically important to 
the Law Library’s future and for which we seek your Subcommittee’s support. It has three 
important components: 1) the authorization of a one-time, additional $3.5 M for the Law 
Library of Congress; 2) the authorization for a separate line item in the federal budget for the 
Law Library; and, 3) the authorization for the creation of a non-profit Foundation. The 
Foundation would be the mechanism for the ABA to begin fundraising efforts for expanded 
services, such as interlibrary loan and document deliver}'. 
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In conclusion, we seek the Subcommittee's support for the Law Library’s foil funding in FY 
2009 and for the legislation that Representative Lofgren is preparing to introduce. I thank 
you both for your strong support for the Law Library of Congress and look forward to 
working with you on these important matters. I respectfully ask that you please include this 
statement as part of the record of the May 7, 2008 Public Witness Hearing. Thank you very 
much. 


Respectfully, 



Maty Alice Baish 

Acting Washington Affairs Representative 
American Association of Law Libraries 
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GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WITNESS 

JOHN E. ELFREY, VICE PRESIDENT, LL2135 INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF MACHINISTS, GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

Opening Statement — Mr. Elfrey 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Last but not least, Mr. John Elfrey, 
the Vice President of the International Association of Machinists at 
the Government Printing Office. 

Mr. Elfrey, you are welcome. Your full statement will be entered 
into the record, and you can proceed with a 5-minute summary of 
your statement. 

Mr. Elfrey. Honorable Chairwoman, I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to talk to you today concerning the management in the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office and the morale of its employees. 

I’ve been a machinist at the Government Printing Office for 11 
years. My responsibility includes repairing the presses for the Con- 
gressional Record, passports and the Federal Register. I am also a 
member of the International Association of Machinists and Aero- 
space Workers and am Vice President of Local Lodge 2135. 

MORALE DOWN AT GPO 

There was a time in the not-too-distant past that GPO was a 
great place to work. It was a place where people came to work with 
smiles on their faces. Today, the smiles are gone, morale is at an 
all-time low and the only thing that keeps GPO employees going 
is their need to bring home a paycheck to their families and a 
sense of duty to the Nation and the taxpayers. 

The shift began in 2002, the day that Bruce James, the new Pub- 
lic Printer, walked through the doors of GPO. Mr. James began his 
tenure by calling the employees at GPO ignorant and illiterate. 
There was such a backlash to his comments that Mr. James had 
to make public apologies, but the damage was already done. 

To add insult to injury, security became an obsession with the 
Public Printer. Employees were made to feel like they were secu- 
rity risks. When I questioned the Labor Relations Department 
about the new security procedures, I was told by them that all Fed- 
eral agencies were going through the same changes, but I made 
phone calls to 14 different agencies and found out that none of 
them were making employees with valid ID badges go through the 
same measures we were going through. Some of these agencies 
were the State Department, the FAA and the IRS. And yet employ- 
ees at GPO with valid ID badges were made to empty their pock- 
ets, go through magnetometers and have their lunches x-rayed. 

Moreover, Congress had appropriated $500 million for security 
upgrades at GPO such as hydraulic barriers to keep trucks out 
from invading the building, but these were never installed. Instead, 
it was rumored that this money was placed in the revolving fund 
and used for travel. 

Over the years, because of a variety of reasons like technology 
changes and outsourcing, the numbers of employees have slipped 
from 8,500 employees to 2,200 employees. At the time that the 
GPO had 8,500 employees, there were three production managers. 
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In the past when GPO cried poverty, they typically would reduce 
costs by cutting overhead. The previous Public Printer, Michael 
DeMario, eliminated 104 management positions, including five 
Deputy Public Printers. Congress authorized early retirement, and 
we lost many low-paying jobs. My shop alone lost six full-time em- 
ployees, and the workload increased, also detrimental to our 
morale. 

The cuts in management were short-lived. In the first 2 years 
that Mr. James was Public Printer with employment levels at 
2,200, Mr. James had more people in management than GPO had 
when we had 8,500 employees. We now have approximately six pro- 
duction managers with an unknown number of assistant produc- 
tion managers and production engineers that the GPO is paying 
between $90,000 and $143,000 a year. Moreover, Mr. James hired 
back 105 of the positions that Mr. DeMario had reduced. Worse, 
while the GPO had two professional photographers on its staff, Mr. 
James hired a personal photographer at $90,000 a year. 

Coincidentally, Mr. James had made it known to a number of 
media outlets that the job he wanted after the GPO was the Gov- 
ernor or the Senator of Nevada. I personally witnessed Mr. James 
making a video showing him heading towards Capitol Hill. 

In 2002, after assessing the training needs of GPO, Mr. James 
promised a joint venture with local universities and colleges to 
meet the needs of the employee education. With great fanfare, Mr. 
James hired Steve Patrick to head training and develop it, and 
Mr. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have about a minute, Mr. Elfrey. 

Mr. Elfrey. Pardon me? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have about a minute. 

Mr. Elfrey. Within a month, Mr. Patrick and Mr. Carr an- 
nounced the establishment of the GPO University to meet the 
training goals. Two days later, Mr. Carr was fired. 

In 2006, GPO received $5 million to help meet training require- 
ments. At the best, the only training we ever received was Win- 
dows XP or Word Perfect and that was if the workload would per- 
mit. It is hard to believe that $5 million was spent on Windows XP 
training. 

GPO had a great opportunity to invest in their greatest asset, 
their workforce, but they didn’t. A month ago, Mr. Patrick left 
GPO, still talking about the skills and the assessments. 

As I stated earlier, the morale at GPO is at an all-time low. The 
employees have had to endure being called names, being treated 
like security risks with over-the-top and intrusive security checks, 
outsourcing and reductions in force and, ultimately, concession bar- 
gaining. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I have to ask you to wrap up, Mr. 
Elfrey. 

Mr. Elfrey. All right. 

I would just like to say that we have been trying to get an agree- 
ment with GPO for over 2 years. We had an agreement in principle 
with Mr. Michael Stein, who was hired as head of labor relations 
to simplify the pay scales for 23 bargaining units. We came to an 
agreement in principle, and the next day Mr. Stein was fired. I told 
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my membership that I wouldn’t get a haircut until we got a new 
contract, and this is where I stand today. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Elfrey. 

[Mr. Elfrey’s prepared testimony, disclosure form, and resume 
follow:] 
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John E.Elfrey, machinist at the GPO, Vice-President LL2135 IAMAW, 

May 7,2008, House Appropriations Committee, Legislative Branch Subcommittee 


The GPO used to be a great place to work. Everyone came thru the door with a smile 
on their face and a friendly word for others. But trouble started the day Bruce James 
walked thru the door. He initially called the work force ignorant and illiterate. There was 
so much backlash that he made apologies on the radio and in print. Also in these media 
outlets he let it be known that the next job he wanted was either governor or senator of 
Nevada. For this reason he hired his own photographer (at $90K) even though GPO 
already had two photographers on staff. I personally witnessed the making of a video 
showing Bruce leaving the GPO with briefcase in hand turning toward the Capitol 
Building and with purposeful strides head to Congress. 

The second thing Mr. James did was to change Agency policy regarding alcoholic 
beverages on the GPO's property. The agency now has a permanent resident Party 
Planner. 

Then security became an obsession. As a union official I questioned the need to 
subject upstanding employees to X-raying their lunches and emptying their pockets to 
pass thru the magnetometers. I was told by Labor Relations that all agencies where doing 
this. So I called fourteen agencies, including the FAA, State Dept, GSA, IRS, and none of 
them where forcing employees with up-to-date ID badges to go thru these procedures. 
Congress had already appropriated $5 mil for security upgrades(i.e. Hydraulic 
barriersjbut these where never installed. Rumor and innuendo say the money was placed 
in the "Revolving Fund" and used for travel. When the IG, appointed by Mr. James, 
started questioning he was summarily fired. 

Next came Buyout or Early Retirement authorization from Congress. We lost a lot 
of lower paying positions and it seemed that for each position lost, three or four $90K to 
S143K jobs appeared on the bulletin board or the web site. When the agency cried poor in 
the past, they tried to cut cost by cutting overhead. The previous Public Printer, Michael 

Di Mario, eliminated 104 management positions (including five Deputy Public Printers). 
In his first two years on the job Mr. James hired back 105 and the count goes on. The 
machine shop lost six FTEs even though our work load increased due to a number of 
causes, least of which was the flurry( or was it an avalanche) of office redesign and 
configuration. Not to mention the S10K office doors. 


Fact; When we had 8500 employees we had three Production Managers 
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Fact: We now have 2200 employees and we have six Production Mangers, an 
unknown number of assistant Production Mangers(at $90K to S120K) and an unknown 
number of Production Engineers. Just one of these positions would give each machinist a 
$2.78 an hour raise for the year. 

Mr. James hired Steve Patrick as head of training and employee development in 
2002 and he started talking about needs and assessments and a joint venture with local 
colleges and universities for employee education. Mr. James hired a Mr. Carr, with great 
fanfare as the best Human Capital person available. Within months Mr. Patrick and Mr. 
Carr announced GPO University — two days later Mr. Carr was fired. In 2006 a budget 
request for $5mil was filled by Congress. Mr. James promised to take all employees into 
the next phase of GPO. All we ever saw was Windows XP or Word Perfect, If our 
supervisors thought the work load would permit. Mr. Patrick left the GPO last month, 
still talking about skills and assessments. Where was the money spent? 

Then there is the Staubach Fiasco. Mr. James wanted to move the GPO into a 
modem facility. He signed a contract with the Roger Staubach Group to research such a 
facility within city limits for $2.3 mil and received information he could have received 
from the D>C. Government for free. 

In a meeting with the Unions in the beginning of 2006 Mr. James stated the GPO 
had: 

$45 mil in the bank 

$25 mil in allocated funds not used 

$20 mil operating fund cushion 

$9.2 mil profit for 2005 

$15.9 mil profit for 2006 

$9.9 mil profit for the first qt. of 2007 

And they still couldn’t give the work force a decent raise! 

Mr. James hired Mike Stein as the head of Labor Relations in 2006. He was tasked 
with simplifying the pay scale of the 23 bargaining units. He reached an agreement in 
principle with the IBEW and the IAMAW and was fired the next day. Why? 

In an agency ripe with money and profits, morale is at an all time low! 

There are so many questions at the GPO now: 
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1 . They can't give workers a decent raise but handout lavish bonuses. $ 1 8 1 K in 2007 

2. Some section used to have two cost codes, now they have as many as twelve 
each with its own budget 

3. They spent $2mil on travel in 2005. By some estimates they spent $20mil in 
2006. God only knows what they spent in 2007. 

4. Why are contractors and consultants traveling on U.S. Taxpayer’s dollars? 

5. Why does Transportation and Parking have its own airline ticket machine? 

6. Why pay S500 a night per room when $200 rooms are available? 

($77K for rooms in Diisseldorf) 

7. Why do workers have to pay for their wage increases thru concession bargaining 
when the GPO made in excess of $88mil for 2007? 

8. If they are running GPO as a business, how come they don't reinvest in their 
greatest asset — The Work Force? 

9. How are they able to break the law and get away with it? (forged emails, etc.) 

The new Public Printer is of the same mould, He paid $10K for a picture of his 

swearing ceremony with GPO funds!! He worked at the GPO for five and half years 

and still, by his own admission, didn’t know where the Press Room was located. 
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Machinist at the U.S. Government Printing Office; also shop steward, 
Committeeman, and presently Vice-President of LL2135 of the IAMAW 

Industrial Equipment Mechanic for the USACE-WA 

Production Machinery Mechanic for the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 



211 


NEW PUBLIC PRINTER 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I noted that your testimony — much of 
the criticism almost exclusively relates to the former Public Print- 
er. Has your relationship with the new Public Printer, Mr. Tapella, 
improved at all? 

Mr. Elfrey. Mr. Tapella came up to the pressroom; and after 5 V 2 
years at GPO, he personally admitted that he didn’t know where 
the press room was and that he had to be led there. So I don’t 
think that the workers are having any better 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So you haven’t had any improvement 
in your relationship with the 

Mr. Elfrey. No. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz [continuing]. Management of the print- 
er since his taking over? Okay. 

Mr. Elfrey. No. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Thank you very much for your 
testimony. 

Mr. Latham? No. 


Closing Remarks 

Thank you very much. We appreciate your testimony. We appre- 
ciate the testimony of all of the witnesses and the opportunity to 
hear from you. 

I can assure you that, as the Chair of the subcommittee, I will 
follow up with each of the agency heads on the concerns raised by 
each of the people who testified today. We will look into the criti- 
cism and the concern; and, in some cases, we will be able to help 
change the situation or at least inquire as to how the situation 
might change and improve. Because it is important to me as the 
Chair to make sure that the quality of life in the working environ- 
ment for employees in the Capitol complex is of very high quality. 

With that, I want to thank Mr. Latham; and the subcommittee 
stands in recess until the next meeting which will be our hearing 
on CVC oversight on May 22nd. 




Thursday, May 22, 2008. 

CAPITOL VISITOR CENTER 

WITNESSES 

STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA, ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
BERNARD UNGAR, CAPITOL VISITOR CENTER PROJECT EXECUTIVE, 

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

TERRIE S. ROUSE, CEO FOR VISITOR SERVICES FOR THE CAPITOL VIS- 
ITOR CENTER, ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
TERRELL DORN, DIRECTOR, PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES, 

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

Chair Opening Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Good morning. I would like to 
call to order the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Appropriations. This is our 11th oversight hearing of 
the Capitol Visitor Center, and I am pleased to hear that the CVC 
is still on track with a $621 million estimate and an opening month 
of November. We are continuing to have these oversight hearings 
because we want to make sure that we keep on top of the progress 
that is being made, in terms of the completion of construction, the 
punchlist and other smoke control and fire alarm testing, system 
testing, and the million other little details that are going to unfold 
as we progress towards November. 

We want to get a regular update today on the CVC’s progress. 
We have a number of important issues that we want to cover. I 
know we will want to talk to you about the bus issue and how we 
are going to work out the drop-off portion of that problem, the issue 
of staff-led tours and the CVC’s Web site and how our constituents 
will access it, and a number of other issues. 

The statements will all be in the record, and each of the panel- 
ists will proceed with a 5-minute summary. Mr. Latham, if you 
have anything to add. 

Mr. Latham. Just look forward to the testimony and we will pro- 
ceed. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Great. Today we are joined by 
Stephen Ayers, the Acting Architect of the Capitol; Terrie Rouse, 
the CEO for Visitor Services at the CVC; Bernie Ungar, the CVC 
Project Executive; and Terry Dorn, Director of Physical Infrastruc- 
ture Issues at GAO. 

Mr. Ayers, you can proceed with a 5-minute summary of your 
statement, and your statement will be entered into the record. 

Opening Statement — Stephen Ayers 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you, Madam Chair, and good morning, Con- 
gressman Latham. I am pleased to be here today to report on the 

(213) 
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progress made to complete the Capitol Visitor Center and prepare 
for its operation and opening later this year. 

The comprehensive Fire Alarm and Life-Safety testing continues 
on schedule, and we fully anticipate to meet our July 31st date for 
a temporary Certificate of Occupancy. Our cost to complete remains 
$621 million, and we have sufficient contingencies in place to meet 
our dates and our costs. The smoke control issues in the atria areas 
have been resolved, and we are testing the wiring enhancements 
that we have spoken about previously. Those tests have been com- 
pleted. Along with the ongoing fire alarm testing, we are com- 
pleting minor construction in the East Front, the Library of Con- 
gress tunnel, the House Hearing Room, exterior grounds, and the 
Senate atrium stairs. Work on the House atrium stair is essentially 
complete. 


PROJECT UPDATE 

With regard to the remaining construction work, I am pleased to 
note that ceiling tile installation is nearly complete in the Library 
of Congress tunnel, and the terrazzo floor work is progressing well. 
Stone masons are now setting stone at the base of the tunnel walls, 
and painters are painting the ceiling in the west end of the LOC 
tunnel. Workers continue installing the railing in the East Front 
interior stairs, and masons are preparing to set black granite slabs 
around the two large sky lights that flank Emancipation Hall, 
which will be the focal point of those water features. 

In the Exhibition Hall, work on punchlist items continues. All 
major furniture and exhibit cases have been installed. And as I re- 
ported last month, the 11-foot touchable model of the Capitol dome 
has been installed. The six smaller scale models of Capitol square 
during various time periods will be installed in June. Work in the 
House and Senate Virtual Theaters has been completed, and the 
films will be installed later this summer. In the House Hearing 
Room, fabric wall panels have now been installed, and carpet in- 
stallation is ongoing and should be complete this week. 

Crews continue to work to complete punchlist items such as mill 
work, wall stone, floor stone, grout, plaster, ceiling, doors, and 
paint and other finishes. Outside workers continue to install the 
glass panel on the elevators along the plaza. Crews are also restor- 
ing and grading the south egg to prepare the area for sod. They are 
planting trees, shrubs, and other small plants along the CVC en- 
trance paths. 


CHANGE ORDERS AND PUNCHLIST ITEMS 

As of today, there are approximately 6,100 open items on our 
punchlist, and we have abated over 2,000 since our last hearing in 
April. We are also continuing to address various issues that have 
arisen, such as those associated with equipment that operates the 
CVC’s fountains and security system wiring. 

In April, 37 change orders were settled. In anticipation of the re- 
ceipt of the temporary Certificate of Occupancy, the Capitol Super- 
intendent’s office continues to hold relocation coordination meetings 
with future occupants, and is ordering long lead equipment, fur- 
niture, and tools for the necessary maintenance functions in the 
Visitor Center. 
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Madam Chair, as we reported last month, we received the inde- 
pendent consultant’s preliminary report on the plaza paver situa- 
tion. The issues discussed in the report include such matters as the 
provision for expansion and water drainage, and the composition of 
the material on which the pavers are set. I want to assure the sub- 
committee that we are working very aggressively on a course of ac- 
tion to correct the problems identified. These issues are procure- 
ment sensitive, and we will provide our complete action plan, 
which is due to this subcommittee May 30th. 

In anticipation of the CVC’s openings, Ms. Rouse and our team 
continue to work with oversight committees and congressional lead- 
ership on plans for the CVC visitor services operations, and I know 
she has several updates to share with the subcommittee today. 

Madam Chair, we are reminded each day, as thousands of visi- 
tors pass through the Capitol Building, that the CVC will greatly 
enhance the visitor experience, offer additional educational oppor- 
tunities, and provide the necessary amenities to the millions of peo- 
ple who visit here each day. 

This one-of-a-kind facility will be a true asset to the Capitol com- 
plex, and our country, and we continue to appreciate the support 
of this subcommittee and the Congress as we work to ready the 
CVC for the visiting public later this year. This concludes my state- 
ment. 

[Mr. Ayers’ prepared statement follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA 
ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 

Before the 

Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

May 22, 2008 

Good morning. Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee. I am 
pleased to be here today to report on the progress made to complete the Capitol Visitor Center 
(CVC), and prepare for its opening and operation later this year. Joining me today are Mr. 
Bemie Ungar, CVC Project Executive, and Ms. Terrie Rouse, our Chief Executive Officer for 
Visitor Services. 

The comprehensive fire alarm and life-safety testing continues on schedule. The smoke control 
system issues in the atria areas have been resolved, and the testing of the wiring enhancements 
has been completed. Along with the ongoing fire alarm testing, we are completing minor 
construction in the East Front, the Library of Congress tunnel, the House Hearing Room, the 
exterior grounds, and the Senate atrium stairs. Work on the House atria stair is essentially 
complete. 

With regard to the remaining construction work, I am pleased to note that ceiling tile installation 
is nearly complete in the Library of Congress tunnel, and the terrazzo floor work is progressing. 
Stone masons are now setting stone at the base of the tunnel walls. Workers continue installing 
the railing on the East Front interior stairs, and masons are preparing to set black granite slabs 
around the two large skylights that flank Emancipation Hall, which will be the focal point of 
those water features. 
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In the Exhibition Hall, work on punchlist items continues. All major furniture and exhibit cases 
have been installed. As I reported last month, the 1 1-foot, touchable model of the Capitol Dome 
has been installed. The six smaller-scale models of Capitol Square during various time periods 
will be installed in late June. Work in the House and Senate virtual theaters has been completed, 
and the films will be installed later this summer. 

Outside, workers are installing the glass panels to the exterior elevators on the plaza. Crews are 
also restoring and grading the South Egg to prepare the area for sod, and they are planting trees, 
shrubs, and other small plants along the CVC entrance paths. 

Professional crews continue to clean most of the CVC’s public spaces, and have begun to work 
in areas of the House and Senate Expansion Spaces. In the House Hearing Room, fabric wall 
panels have been installed and the carpet is now going in. Crews continue to work to complete 
punchlist items such as millwork, wall stone, floor stone, grout, plaster work, carpeting, doors, 
paint and other finishes. 

As of May 14 there were approximately 6,900 open items on the main punchlist. We are also 
continuing to address various issues that have arisen, such as those associated with the 
equipment that operates the CVC’s fountains and security system wiring. Given the pace of the 
work, we remain on schedule to receive the temporary Certificate of Occupancy by July 3 1 . 

In anticipation of receipt of the temporary Certificate of Occupancy, the Capitol 
Superintendent’s Office continues to hold relocation coordination meetings with future 
occupants, and is ordering long-lead equipment and tools required for the maintenance functions 
in the CVC. In addition, Capitol Superintendent’s staff is performing limited cleaning operations 
and anticipates awarding the full custodial contract this summer. They have accepted all the fan 
coil units, and have also accepted 22 of the 23 air handling units, and are performing the required 
preventative maintenance on this equipment. 
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Madam Chair, as we reported last month, we received the independent consultant’s preliminary 
report on the plaza pavers. The issues discussed in the report include such matters as provision 
for expansion and water drainage, and the composition of the material on which the pavers are 
set. These issues are procurement sensitive and therefore, we can not go into detail in a public 
hearing regarding the report’s findings. 

However, 1 want to assure the Subcommittee that we are working aggressively on a course of 
action to correct the problems identified. Currently, we are assessing the detailed report and 
evaluating its recommendations. It has always been our plan to move forward this spring to 
address the issue; once the heavy construction equipment was no longer needed - the last of 
which was removed in March - and the ground had thawed. Once the assessment of the report is 
complete, and with the concurrence of Congressional stakeholders, we plan to move forward 
with an action plan to correct the paver issue this summer. 

In April, 37 change orders were settled. The magnitude of the change order proposals being 
received continues to diminish, with most new proposals coming in below $10,000. Gilbane and 
the CVC Project Team continue to focus their efforts on settling the largest outstanding change 
orders first and as quickly as possible. 

In anticipation of the CVC’s opening, Ms. Rouse and our team continue to work with Oversight 
Committees and Congressional leadership on plans for CVC’s visitor services operations. I 
know she has several updates to share with the Subcommittee today. 

Madam Chair, we are reminded each day as thousands of visitors pass through the Capitol 
Building, that the CVC will greatly enhance the visitor experience, offer additional educational 
opportunities, and provide necessary amenities to the millions of people w'ho visit here each year. 
This one-of-a-kind facility is a true asset to the Capitol complex and to our country. We 
appreciate the continued support of this Subcommittee and Congress as we work to ready the 
CVC for the visiting public later this year. 

This concludes my statement. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. Ms. Rouse. 

Opening Statement — Terrie Rouse 

Ms. Rouse. Good morning. Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, 
members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before you 
again to update you on our progress in readying the Capitol Visitor 
Center from an operational perspective. In keeping with the best 
practices among museums and large facility professionals, we plan 
to open the Capitol Visitor Center when all visitor areas have been 
tested and fully functional. 

From opening day onward, the Visitor Center will need to oper- 
ate at full readiness on a daily basis. Once we open the doors to 
the public, we want our operation to be flawless in order to proudly 
showcase the Capitol Building and the Congress. Ahead of our 
opening we need to undertake a comprehensive public education 
campaign so that we can manage the expectations of our visitors, 
especially visitors who have never been here before. Prior to that, 
we will implement an internal communication plan to make sure 
that all Members and staff are fully apprised of our new visitor ac- 
tivities and policies and trained in the new facility. 

cvc website 

The Visitor Center Web site, which will be live prior to opening, 
will be a critical component of this public education campaign. Our 
Website will alert visitors to the Capitol to what they are allowed 
to carry with them in the building, as it is part of the Capitol. The 
Capitol Visitor Center’s list of prohibited items will mirror the list 
designated by the Capitol Police for the Capitol Building. 

As we discussed at previous hearings, the Web site will contain 
critical logistical information, such as how tours and advanced res- 
ervations will work, how visitors may approach the Capitol, and 
the amenities we are providing like the restaurant and gift shops. 
We will even include a special section with tools and lesson plans 
for teachers who are bringing their students on field trips to Wash- 
ington. It is our goal that the Web site will not only offer informa- 
tion about Members of Congress and the Capitol Building, it will 
also motivate people to become engaged in civic activity. 

With an extensively illustrated on-line exhibition area, the Web 
site will be step one in the inspirational journey that people will 
take when they visit the U.S. Capitol. We hope that visitors who 
will look at the Web site and who visit the Capitol will be inspired 
to go home and get involved, perhaps on the basis of the grass 
roots level with the community and their local government. We 
want them to go home and attend a town hall meeting, visit the 
local representative’s office, write a letter to an elected official on 
an issue that they care about, or even volunteer in the commu- 
nities. We hope that people will leave the Visitor Center with a 
passion to become engaged in the civic life of their neighborhoods. 

Madam Chair, as I have noted in prior hearings, we have much 
to do and not much time to do it in to prepare for the public open- 
ing. We look forward to the final passage of the legislation that es- 
tablishes our Visitor Center organization, which provides the man- 
agement and administration of the Visitor Center. 
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CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 

We look forward to the receipt of the temporary Certificate of Oc- 
cupancy so that we can start moving our staff and the equipment 
into the brand new facility, and we are preparing to begin testing 
and adjusting our operational plans. Guides and Visitors Assistants 
need time to train inside the facility as soon as the final Certificate 
of Occupancy is awarded. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to update the subcommittee 
on our activities, and thank you for your continued support and in- 
terest. I would be pleased to answer any questions. 

[Ms. Rouse’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of Ms. Terrie S. Rouse 
Chief Executive Officer for Visitor Services 
for the Capitol Visitor Center, Office of the Architect of the Capitol 

Before the Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 

Regarding 

Capitol Visitor Center Operations 
May 22, 2008 


Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear 
before you again to update you on our progress in readying the Capitol Visitor Center from an 
operational perspective. 

As we prepare to welcome the public to the largest-ever expansion of the U.S. Capitol building, 
there are critical decisions that must be made by Capitol Visitor Center stakeholders to ensure 
that we honor and pay homage to the institution and to the American people in the gracious 
manner that they deserve. 


Here are some of the key functions that will signal the Visitor Center’s operational readiness for 
a complete visitor experience: 

1. Emancipation Hall has two fully functioning information and ticketing counters which 
have access to the Advance Reservation System and the Visitor Center Web site. 

2. The orientation theaters are functional with audio/visual equipment, and the orientation 
film is ready to view by the public. 

3. The exhibit area is complete, and all artifacts and documents are installed. Ninety days 
of stable environmental readings are needed in the Exhibit Hall prior to installations. 

4. Virtual House and Senate displays in the exhibit area are fully functioning and 
operational as planned. 

5. The gift shops and restaurant facilities are fully stocked, functional, and open to the 
public. 

6. All Security-related items, devices, and equipment, or alternatives acceptable to the U.S. 
Capitol Police, are installed and operational in the screening space and public space. 
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which will allow visitors to enter the facility, be screened, store coats, and move within 
the facility. 

7. As certified by the U.S. Capitol Police, all life-safety systems, including emergency 
egress routes for the CVC, are functioning and available. 

8. All visitor services and visitor flow have been tested repeatedly, including at full 
capacity. The Guides, Visitor Assistants and Roving Explainers in the Exhibit Area need 
to be trained thoroughly in the Visitor Center itself, and our Advance Reservation System 
needs to have been fully operational for testing 90 days prior to opening. 

9. All Capitol Police and CVC staffs have been fully trained in life-safety and evacuation 
procedures and have tested repeatedly to ensure readiness. 


In keeping with the best practices among museum and large facility professionals we plan to 
open the Capitol Visitor Center when all visitor areas have been tested and are fully functioning. 
From opening date onward, the Visitor Center will need to operate at full readiness on a daily 
basis. 


Some staff from the Senate, the House and the Visitor Center itself will need to be moved into 
137,000 square feet of the Visitor Center into offices that include the Senate Recording Studio, 
the Office of Security and Emergency Preparedness, and the U.S. Capitol Police Capitol 
Division. 


We need to undertake a comprehensive public education campaign so that we can manage the 
expectations of our visitors - especially visitors who have never been here before. Prior to that, 
we will implement an internal communication plan to make sure that all Members and staff are 
fully apprised of our new visitor activities and policies and trained in the new facility. 

The Visitor Center Web site, which will be live prior to opening, will provide critical 
information in this public education campaign. 

Our Web site will alert visitors to the Capitol of what they are allowed to carry with them into 
the building. As it is an extension of the U.S. Capitol, the Visitor Center’s list of “prohibited 
items” will mirror the list designated by the U.S. Capitol Police for the Capitol Building. Here’s 
what that list looks like: 
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Prohibited Items List 


Item 

All Capitol Visitors 

(Public, Staff-Led, and Member-Led) 



Capitol 

Galleries 

1 

Aerosol 

Containers 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

2 

Any battery- 
operated 
electronic device 

Allowed 

Prohibited 


Medical devices are permitted. 

3 

Any pointed 
object (knitting 
needles, letter 
openers, etc.) 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 


Pens and pencils are permitted. 

4 

Any bag larger 
than 14" wide x 

13" high x 4" 
deep 

Prohibited 

A visitor with a verified meeting or appointment 
inside the Capitol (i.e., official business visitors) 
may exceed the standard maximum bag size if the 
item is necessary to conduct his or her business. 
USCP discretion shall be used in each case, with all 
bags subject to thorough search and security 
screening. 

Prohibited 

5 

Cameras 

Allowed 

Prohibited 
(both in and 
out of 
session) 

6 

Cans and bottles 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

7 

Creams, lotions, 
or perfumes 

Allowed 

Prohibited 
(both in and 
out of 
session) 

8 

Electric stun guns, 
martial arts 
weapons or 
devices 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

9 

Food or beverages 
of any kind 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

10 

Guns, replica 
guns, 

ammunition, and 
fireworks 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

11 

Knives of any size 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 
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12 

Mace and pepper 
spray 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

13 

Non-aerosol spray 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

Prescriptions for medical needs are permitted. 

14 

Razors and box 
cutters 

Prohibited 

Prohibited 

15 

Strollers 

Allowed 

Prohibited 

16 

Video recorders or 
any type of 
recording device 

Allowed 

Prohibited 


As we’ve discussed at previous hearings, the Web site will contain critical logistical information 
such as how tours and advance reservations work, how visitors may approach the Capitol, and 
the new amenities we’re providing like the restaurant and the gift shops. We will even include a 
special section with tools and lesson plans for teachers who are bringing their students on field 
trips to Washington. 

It is our goal that the Web site will not only offer information about Members of Congress and 
the Capitol Building, it will also motivate people to become engaged in civic activity. With an 
extensively illustrated on-line exhibit area, the Web site will be step one in the inspirational 
journey that people will take when they visit the U.S. Capitol. We hope that visitors who look at 
the Web site and who visit the Capitol Visitor Center will be inspired to go home and get 
involved - perhaps on the most basic of grass root levels - with their community and their local 
government. We want them to go home and attend a town hall meeting, visit their local 
representative’s office, write a letter to an elected official on an issue they care about, or even 
volunteer in their communities. We hope that people will leave the Visitor Center with a passion 
to become engaged in the civic life of their neighborhoods. 

Madam Chair, as 1 have noted at prior hearings, we have much to do and not much time to do it 
in to prepare for the public opening. We look forward to the final passage of the legislation that 
establishes our Visitor Services organization which provides for the management and 
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administration of the CVC. We look forward to the receipt of the temporary certificate of 
occupancy so that we can start moving our staff and equipment into this brand-new facility. 
And, we are preparing to begin testing and adjusting our operation plans - guides and visitor 
assistants need time to be trained inside the facility - as soon as the final certificate of occupancy 
is awarded. 

Thank you, again, for this opportunity to update the Subcommittee on our activities, and thank 
you for your continued support and interest. 1 would be pleased to answer any questions you 
may have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. Rouse. 

Mr. Dorn. 

Mr. Dorn. Good morning. Thank you, Madam Chair, Mr. 
Latham. 


Opening Remarks — Terrell Dorn 

Our status update this morning is somewhat routine in the sense 
that the project’s budget of $621 million and the CVC’s scheduled 
availability for opening remain unchanged. In fact, the fire alarm 
testing has gone so well that I find myself in the unfamiliar terri- 
tory of being somewhat more optimistic than the AOC. I believe the 
fire alarm testing will finish slightly ahead of schedule. 

PUNCHLIST ITEMS AND PAVERS 

What I would like to highlight this morning are two issues, the 
punchlist and the pavers. On the punchlist, the CVC team has 
managed to reduce the list from the 15,000 items we have been 
talking about for the past few months down to about 7,000 items. 
The exact number, however, is unknown because at least two 
groups, the Fire Marshal and the Office of Compliance, are main- 
taining separate lists as they do their inspections. Prompt fur- 
nishing of these informal lists to AOC, and consolidation of all of 
these lists is important to help ensure all the repair work is done 
in the most efficient manner. 

For example, if the main punchlist pointed out that the bronze 
finish on a handrail needed correction, you would not want to both- 
er doing that if the Office of Compliance’s separate list rec- 
ommended that the whole handrail be replaced for a safety reason. 
In addition, the AOC needs the punchlist from other stakeholders 
so they have time to separate the punchlist from the wish list. It 
is not unusual at this stage of a project for new tenants in a build- 
ing to request things that they want to customize their space or for 
inspectors to suggest things that they think should be done dif- 
ferently. 

For example, Office of Compliance inspectors have identified sev- 
eral somewhat minor items that they would like to see changed, 
even though as designed and as constructed they meet the terms 
of the contract and they meet the terms of the building code. Un- 
necessary changes, even from good ideas, are much more costly at 
this late stage of the job than they would have been during design. 
They can be a drain on the project budget and a distraction to fin- 
ishing the job at hand. 

As a result of an earlier CVC hearing, AOC developed a process 
for vetting and approving user-requested changes, and they should 
consider following that process in this case. 

PAVER DAMAGE 

For the past several months the subcommittee has discussed 
needed repair of the damaged granite pavers on the plaza. Last 
month the Chair requested an action plan from the AOC. Since 
then, we have reviewed a draft report of the plaza’s problems by 
one of AOC’s consultants. And from the report it appears the re- 
pairs may involve the majority of the plaza, and will be very time- 
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consuming. It is not yet clear who will bear the burden of funding 
the repairs. Given the information available at this time, we be- 
lieve there are sufficient contingency funds in the current project 
budget to address the situation. However, we share the Chair’s con- 
cern that repairs must be well planned out so that there is no im- 
pact on the project’s opening or the inauguration ceremonies. While 
no reliable schedule or cost estimates are available at this time, 
AOC is working with the plaza designer and other stakeholders to 
prepare new estimates. 

This concludes my statement. I will be available to answer any 
questions. 

[Mr. Dorn’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to assist the Subcommittee in 
monitoring progress on the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) project. My 
remarks will focus on (1) the Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC) construction 
progress since the last CVC hearing on April 15, 2008, 1 and (2) the project’s 
expected cost at completion and funding status. 

Today’s remarks are based on our review of schedules and financial 
reports for the CVC project and related records maintained by AOC and its 
construction management contractor, Gilbane Building Company; our 
observations on the progress of work at the CVC construction site; and our 
discussions with the CVC team (AOC and its major CVC contractors) and 
AOC’s Chief Fire Marshal. We also reviewed AOC’s construction 
management contractor’s periodic schedule assessments, proposed 
change order log, and weekly reports on construction progress. 


Construction Is 
Nearly Complete, 
Risks Remain 


Since the April 15, 2008, CVC hearing, the project’s construction and fire 
alarm acceptance testing have moved forward, and despite continued 
but delays in certain CVC and expansion space work, AOC still believes that 
the project will be ready to open in November 2008. According to AOC’s 
construction management contractor, in dollar terms, the overall CVC 
project remains 99 percent complete. 2 However, risks to the project’s 
schedule remain in several time-critical activities, including the fire alarm 
acceptance testing. Many punch list 3 items also remain to be completed, 
and a steady number of proposed change orders have to be resolved. At 
this time, however, AOC does not expect the punch list items or the 
proposed change orders to affect the project’s completion date. 


Since the last hearing, work on the project’s current critical path, 4 fire 
alarm acceptance testing, has continued. For example, the fire marshal has 
begun testing the building’s smoke exhaust system. Although some 

1 GAO, Capitol Visitor Center Update on Status of Project 's Schedule and Cost as of April 
15, 2008, GAO-08-677T (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 15, 2008). 

2 ln other words, the sequence 2 contractor has received about 99 percent of the current 
contract value. This value does not include the costs of unsettled proposed change orders, 
potential claims, and work performed outside the current sequence 2 contract, such as the 
fire marshal’s fire alarm acceptance testing. 

3 A punch list identifies tasks, usually minor, to be completed at the end of a project. 

‘‘The critical path is the single longest path of activities through a project’s schedule. Each 
day of delay in the critical path could delay the completion of the entire project. 
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difficulties have occurred during this testing, no new significant issues 
have emerged. AOC still expects to receive a temporary certificate of 
occupancy for the project on or before July 31, 2008. We reviewed the 
construction management contractor’s April 2008 schedule analysis, which 
indicates that the dates for completing the remaining sequence 2 
construction and the House and Senate expansion spaces have continued 
to slip and are now expected to extend into July 2008. According to the 
construction management contractor, this remaining construction will not 
affect the completion of fire alarm testing or AOC’s receipt of the 
temporary certificate of occupancy. 

Once AOC has received the temporary certificate of occupancy, efforts to 
complete the remaining construction and correct punch list items may, 
however, be disruptive to congressional organizations that are 
concurrently moving into the building. Consequently, such efforts will 
require extensive coordination by AOC. For example, access to elevators 
or certain parts of the building may be limited, and repairs may be very 
noisy. The CVC team has gradually reduced the number of punch list 
items, which we have cited at the last several hearings. According to AOC, 
the number of punch list items has been reduced from over 15,000 to 
about 7,000. The exact number of punch list items is uncertain because 
multiple punch lists are now being used. For example, the fire marshal and 
the Office of Compliance are using separate lists to document new items 
from ongoing inspections. Unless AOC carefully reviews these new punch 
lists to separate true construction deficiencies from requests by project 
stakeholders for new work, there is a risk that increases in the project’s 
scope could increase the project’s cost. Already, Office of Compliance 
inspectors have identified several items they would like AOC to change, 
even though the items comply with the construction contract and are not 
in violation of applicable building codes. 

In July 2005, we reported that a number of pavers were damaged. 5 At the 
last hearing, we reported that damage to pavers on the East Front plaza 
had not been repaired and that AOC had determined that substantial 
rework of the plaza may be required. 6 According to AOC’s independent 
consultant, problems in addition to the chipped pavers that may need to be 
corrected include inadequate drainage, improper materials for the pavers’ 
setting bed, and a lack of adequate expansion joints. Also, according to 
AOC, repairing these deficiencies would require significant effort and at 


®GAO, Capitol Visitor Center Update on Status of Project's Schedule and Cost, GAO-05- 
910T (Washington, D.C.: July 14, 2005). 

fl GAO-08-677T. 


Page 2 


GAO-Q8-8I IT Capitol Visitor Center 



231 


this time, there is no reliable estimate of when repairs will be complete. 
AOC is discussing these issues with the independent consultant and the 
pla 2 a designer but has not yet determined how much the rework will cost 
and who will pay for it. 

Each month, the CVC team continues to identify proposed change orders. 
AOC and its contractors have continued to work together to reduce the 
number of open (outstanding) proposed change orders, and the number of 
open orders has declined since our last statement. Sustained attention to 
this issue is, however, needed to reduce uncertainty about the project's 
costs. Figure 1 compares the number of outstanding proposed change 
orders with the number settled each month. 


Figure 1 : Outstanding and Settled Proposed Change Orders by Month, March 2006 
through April 2008 
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AOC’s Cost Estimate 
Remains the Same, 
and Additional Funds 
Will Be Needed 


AOC’s current estimate of the cost to complete the CVC project’s 
construction, first reported in September 2007, remains about $621 
million. We believe this estimate is realistic and contains a sufficient 
allowance for contingencies, provided there are no unexpected delays 
over the next 2 months, when construction is scheduled to be complete. 
To date, about $569.5 million has been approved for CVC construction, 
and AOC has $16.2 million more in fiscal year 2008 CVC appropriations 
that it plans to use for construction after it obtains congressional approval 
to obligate these funds. 7 In addition, AOC has estimated that it will still 
need an additional $2.6 million in fiscal year 2008 to fund CVC 
construction. Furthermore, AOC has requested $31.1 million in fiscal year 
2009 funds for CVC construction. Given its current cost-to-complete 
estimate, AOC may need an additional $2 million in fiscal year 2009 to 
complete the project. 


Madam Chair, this completes my prepared statement. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that you or Members of the Subcommittee may 
have. 


Contacts and 
Acknowledgments 


For further information about this testimony, please contact Terrell Dorn 
on (202) 512-6923 or domt@gao.gov. Other key contributors to this 
testimony include Shirley Abel, Michael Armes, Lindsay Bach, Maria 
Edelstein, Elizabeth Eisenstadt, Jeanette Franzel, Jackie Hamilton, Kara 
Patton, and Joshua Ormond. 


7 For fiscal year 2008, AOC received $28,753,000 (before rescission) in appropriations for 
the CVC project Pub. L. No. 110-161. Of that amount, AOC is allowed, but not required, to 
use up to $8.5 million for operations. AOC is currently planning to use the $8.5 million for 
operations. 
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PRE-INSPECTION PROCESS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Dorn. I ap- 
preciate all the panelists’ input. Mr. Dorn, I actually want to ask 
you and Mr. Ungar about the issue you just talked about related 
to the OOC’s pre-inspection process. Are you finding examples of 
where the OOC is asking for changes that are not required by reg- 
ulations or code but that maybe they would like to see? 

Mr. Ungar. Yes, Madam Chair. There have been a few instances 
in which the Office of Compliance has asked us to consider making 
non-code required changes. What we are doing in each one of those 
cases is to clearly distinguish between code required and suggested 
items. We are considering each one of those on a case by case basis, 
and making a judgment as to whether it would be something that 
we feel is a reasonable change to make. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. And in terms of prioritizing, 
you are obviously prioritizing the code required changes 

Mr. Ungar. Absolutely. 

CODE REQUIREMENTS — DISAGREEMENTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz [continuing]. Over those. And are 
there any issues that are being raised by the OOC that you antici- 
pate would delay the opening? 

Mr. Ungar. Not at this point, Madam Chair. I think there may 
be an issue or two we have a disagreement on, but we are in the 
process of working through those. But at this point I do not see 
anything that would affect the opening. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are those disagreements code re- 
quired disagreements or not? 

Mr. Ungar. That is one of the disagreements, whether a par- 
ticular item is code required. It has to do with the force with which 
it takes to open certain doors that would be an ADA requirement. 
There is discussions between us, as to exactly what the require- 
ments are. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Mr. Dorn, do you want to com- 
ment? 

Mr. Dorn. I think Bernie covered that, that there are several 
items that are not code required. And I have had discussions with 
the Office of Compliance over the past week about the need to work 
with the inspectors and make sure that they clearly stress the 
point of what is a requirement and what is a suggestion. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. This is something that obvi- 
ously concerns me. I would assume it would concern Mr. Latham, 
too. We do want to make sure that we open the safest possible Cap- 
itol Visitor Center, but we also want to make sure that we not 
nitpick to such an extent that we add on things that are going to 
potentially delay the opening. I mean if they are nice-to-haves, if 
they are things that we maybe should do or could do to improve 
safety and improve the experience of the visitors that come 
through, then that is fine. But if those are also things that could 
be done post-opening, or that could be considered post-opening, 
then we need to make sure that we inject some sense into this 
process. 
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Mr. Ungar. Madam Chair, I think the Office of Compliance is 
quite aware of that, and they have told us multiple times that they 
will work very hard with us to avoid anything that would adversely 
affect the opening. 


BUSING CONCERNS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. I think, Mr. Latham, for the 
June oversight hearing we will have the OOC come to the hearing 
and we can ask them some questions and just get their feedback. 
Just so we can make sure that everybody is on the same page. 

I want to skip to the busing issue. At the public witness hearing 
that we had in the subcommittee we heard from two different enti- 
ties on the real concerns that there are about the drop-off process. 
And you know, Chief Morse is not here today, and was not ex- 
pected to be here, but Easter Seals raised the issue of the difficulty 
that they have in getting people with disabilities now to the Capitol 
and around the Capitol complex in this security environment. 

How do we anticipate getting people with disabilities to the CVC 
in terms of it being very different for someone with a disability to 
be even dropped off at the West Front and try to get them to the 
CVC entrance? Whoever feels comfortable answering. 

Ms. Rouse. Madam Chair, as it stands now we are going to — I 
guess we could use the map that we have — we are going to follow 
what has been the practice, and hopefully in the next fiscal year 
be able to augment it with additional vehicles. We have a shuttle 
system that the Guide Service has been running for some time 
which takes people from the West Front, which is where people pri- 
marily get on. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If you could make it a little closer to 
us, that would be great. Not you, but someone. Thank you very 
much. 

Ms. Rouse. I am sure Mr. Ayers will augment anything I have 
to say. People typically are dropped off where you will see a 7 
minute wait time. 70 percent of the people who come to the Capitol 
are coming on tour buses. They are typically dropped there. Usu- 
ally waiting for them are small, adapted golf carts, if you will, that 
if someone identifies that they have difficulty walking we simply 
transport them around to the East Front. In this case it will be the 
CVC. It would be wonderful to be able to add to that fleet of vehi- 
cles so we can transport people. 

GOLF CARTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How many do you have now? 

Ms. Rouse. I think there are about six adaptive 

Mr. Ayers. That is correct. 

Ms. Rouse. Six golf carts that have been retrofitted a little bit. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are those golf carts that can accom- 
modate a disabled person? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes. Someone with wheelchair capacity. We need 
something that probably is more fitting for that job. It runs them 
on the West Front up to the CVC, and it can run them back as 
well. So adding to that fleet would probably be an ideal thing to 
do to be able to accommodate that. We also need to be able to di- 
rectly communicate with people about what the needs are and be 
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able to deal with it. Our Visitor Assistants will be there waiting 
for them. So we will be able to address almost anyone’s needs as 
they are coming off their buses or as they are arriving. However, 
having additional vehicles would be of some help. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Golf carts do not have seat belts. And 
beyond not having seat belts there are varying degrees of dis- 
ability. And some people have a very compromised physical situa- 
tion and other people have a much easier time. So I just cannot 
imagine that golf carts are the solution to moving people with dis- 
abilities around to the CVC. 

Ms. Rouse. What we will provide for you at the next hearing, we 
will try to come up with examples of better types of equipment 
being used to manage people who have those difficulties. Once 
someone gets into the CVC, of course, we have wheelchairs, and we 
will be able to accommodate motorized vehicles. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time has expired, but Mr. 
Latham, since I know you are interested in the bus issue too, I 
wanted to cover the pre-inspections that they suggested last time, 
so maybe you can cover that in your 5 minutes. 

TOURIST TRANSPORTATION AND INCLEMENT WEATHER 

Mr. Latham. Well, thank you. You know, this is fine on a nice 
pleasant day in May. I am just wondering about what to do in the 
middle of a torrential rainstorm, or when it is zero outside and you 
are loading people on golf carts or making them do a 7-minute 
walk up around the Capitol, outside. I would hope that there would 
be some better solution to all this. I just have real concerns about 
it. The whole idea of this is to have access to the Capitol. Obvi- 
ously, the security situation has changed since the original concept. 
But it is still very problematic as far as I am concerned. 

Not to digress, but I am going to. Ms. Rouse, in your opening 
statement you talked about making people more politically active 
and encouraging them then to go home and write letters to their 
Congressmen — is that the purpose of the CVC? 

CVC MISSION 

Ms. Rouse. The purpose of the CVC is many things. One of the 
educational objectives is to try to engage people to be inspired. So 
we hope once they go through on a tour or go through the exhi- 
bition that it will make them be inspired to really be engaged with 
what goes on in their environment. So that is the subtext of it. It 
is just an educational awareness. We are not trying to throw books 
at them or engage them in any political party activity. We want 
them to be engaged in their own world. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. You are talking about their going home and 
being politically active. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. She said civically active. 

Ms. Rouse. Civic activity. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I just have concerns that maybe we are di- 
gressing from the purpose of the Visitors Center here a little bit. 
And that can be of concern to anyone around here if you can be 
influenced one way or another, which is not good. We get enough 
letters. I am sorry. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. He said it, not me. 
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Mr. Latham. I love the letters, actually. 

OOC REQUIREMENTS — NON-CODE 

Can you be more specific? What kind of noncode requests are you 
talking about from the OOC? 

Mr. Ungar. One example are some of the handrails in the CVC. 
The Office of Compliance asked us to consider turning the ends in 
toward the wall so they would not stick out in a straight manner. 
In the emergency exit stairs, they are turned in toward the wall 
so nobody snags a coat or something else on there. It is code re- 
quired. In the more decorative stairways it is not. They have asked 
us to consider turning these in. What we have decided to do is look 
at those, case by case, and if it makes sense to do that we will do 
it. 

Another example has to do with railings, handrails in our Exhi- 
bition Gallery. OOC has asked us to consider adding a couple near 
where visitors would sit. We have decided that was a worthwhile 
suggestion. We are going to go ahead and do that one. 

PAVER COST ESTIMATES 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Mr. Ayers, on the pavers issue again, I would 
like to know: What was the initial cost estimate, how much time 
was spent as far as installation of those, and is there an estimate 
of the costs as far as what it is going to take to resolve this? Also, 
is there enough — enough money in the budget for contingencies? If 
you could for my benefit let me know how long this is going to take 
and what it is going to cost. 

Mr. Ayers. Yes, sir, I would be happy to do that. We have a re- 
port that is due to this committee on the 30th. I will be sure to in- 
clude those things in that report if that is okay. 

Mr. Latham. What did it cost initially? Do you know? 

Mr. Ayers. I do not know. Mr. Ungar, do you know? 

Mr. Ungar. It was a little over $3 million, best I can recall, to 
initially install. It was not done all at once. We did a portion of it 
for the inauguration, and we did the remaining parts in segments. 
So it took a period of years, but it was not starting on one day, con- 
tinuously worked on for the whole period. 

I do want to mention, that I do not think, and I have not had 
a chance to talk to Mr. Ayers about this but I really do not believe 
we are going to be able to have a complete plan, as you asked for, 
by May 30th, because we are still sorting through the design issues 
and options. It will probably be a little bit beyond that time before 
we can put something together on that. Even after we come up 
with our proposal, I think we are still going to have to discuss our 
proposal with you all and other congressional stakeholders to see 
if everybody is in agreement with what we would propose to do and 
the timing. We do have sufficient funds in contingency for the re- 
placement. 


perimeter fences 

Mr. Latham. I assume the fences are going to stay up until that 
is completed? 



239 


Mr. Ungar. That is another issue. I think in terms of the entire 
perimeter fence from a construction point of view, that probably 
could come down in the August time period, maybe early Sep- 
tember, other than around certain portions of the plaza that we 
might be working on. That decision involves more than a construc- 
tion question. I think there is Capitol Police interest there and 
maybe some other interests. So that is a bit of an open item at this 
point. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. How are we doing on time? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are a minute and a half over. I 
was being generous. 

Mr. Latham. Go ahead. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thanks so much. Ms. Lee. 

CVC OPENING TIMEFRAME 

Ms. Lee. Thank you. Let me see if there is anything resolved yet 
on the opening of the CVC, especially as it relates to receiving visi- 
tors. Is it still December, or do we know yet, or how are we work- 
ing that through? 

Ms. Rouse. Good morning. We do not know yet. It is still going 
to be up to Congress to decide. We do have some varying questions 
about when to open. The CVC team is proposing that a good open- 
ing would be mid-November to the end of December time period, 
which would allow us to have readiness in various areas of the op- 
eration. So that is the general idea that we are planning for. 

My colleagues are going to provide the building with a Certificate 
of Occupancy, which will allow us to move into the facility. It is 
now we must plan the timing for when best to open. We also know 
our colleagues down the Hill at the National Museum of American 
History will be opening in approximately the same time period, be- 
tween November and December of this year. So we would like to 
not compete with them, if at all possible. The one challenge we 
have for visiting the Capitol is that we want to, as part of our pub- 
lic awareness campaign, make sure that the etiquette of visiting 
the Capitol is very much in people’s minds, because it is not like 
visiting a museum; you are visiting the U.S. Capitol. So there are 
slight differences such as the size of your backpack, you cannot 
bring food, you cannot bring water. There are other considerations 
which go to the working nature of our building. So that is the sum- 
mation of that issue. 

DIVERSITY OUTREACH EFFORTS 

Ms. Lee. Good. And let me commend you also for your reaching 
out to really a wide and diverse array of organizations, caucuses, 
and individuals as it relates to your hiring. And of course training 
comes after that in terms of diversity training, what have you. And 
I am curious about some aspects of your training program, such as 
training tour guides in the history of the building of the Capitol 
with slave labor. How is that going to be taught and some of the 
other historical facts that really, you know, have not been part of 
American history? How do you envision that happening? 

Ms. Rouse. Our plan is we will be training staff, our CHIP pro- 
gram for congressional staff, as well as our guides. We are taking 
what is academically referred to as a holistic perspective on train- 
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ing. The diversity of the country is what it is. So we want to make 
sure that all of the people who visit are welcomed, and everyone 
understands who they are and they can respond to them accord- 
ingly. 

The issue of how the Capitol was built, the labor involved in it, 
being able to articulate that clearly goes to people’s greater under- 
standing of the structure and the magnitude of it. It also goes to 
the issue of how the country has been continuing to change. I think 
it is a great story of how labor has become such the master of the 
complex. So we will continue to do that. If I get my way, I will get 
a chance to do programming about contemporary construction. 
That is our goal. 

Ms. Lee. Good. And finally — is my time? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are fine. 

WOMEN-OWNED AND SMALT, BUSINESS OUTREACH EFFORTS 

Ms. Lee. Okay. On the outreach and minority and women-owned 
business, small business hiring, I mean procurement efforts, con- 
tracting, retailing, how is that going? And we received a report 
back yet on the numbers? 

Ms. Rouse. No, you have not received a report back yet. And we 
are working on that. I did talk directly to my staff person who is 
procuring for the gift shop. We are going to seek to reach and get 
vendors from every State to make sure we have nationwide impact 
so we can reflect that within the store. The themes of the stores 
are “We The People,” so we want to reflect the people in our stores. 
We also will be able to hopefully continue to work with our col- 
leagues at the Capitol Historical Society to make sure that their 
products and people are aware of what will be there. We hope to 
have for you by the next hearing a report on that. 

Ms. Lee. Good. And can you notify Members of Congress so they 
can notify their small businesses who may or may not be inter- 
ested, women-owned businesses, in participating? 

Ms. Rouse. We can do that. 

Ms. Lee. Okay. Thank you very much. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. Lee. 

Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you, Madam Chair. You have been on TV a 
lot this week. I have been enjoying seeing my chairwoman all over 
the TV tube. 

Let’s see, Ms. Rouse. 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, sir. 

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION — SOFT OPENING 

Mr. Bonner. Could you tell us what type of audience you plan 
to invite to participate in the test and adjust period of the CVC? 
And I am late, so if this question has already been posed to you 
I will retract it. 

Ms. Rouse. No, I can tell you what we proposed, and I thank you 
for asking the question. Even though it has not been finally de- 
cided, we had thought of doing so in the month of October or even 
late September, we will still be moving statues in and invite people 
who are forgiving, if you will, of watching a production come on 
line. That would be Senate staff and their families, House staff and 
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families, the Library of Congress staff and their families, people 
who are members of Capitol Hill who could come in and get an in- 
side view of it. We would not until, of course Congress approves it, 
begin to invite people who are outside the family. Hopefully that 
would be later on, perhaps in November. But initially it would be 
members of the Hill. 

Mr. Bonner. Possibly some of the wounded military per- 
sonnel — 

Ms. Rouse. Absolutely. 

Mr. Bonner [continuing]. From the hospitals? 

Ms. Rouse. Absolutely. 

Mr. Bonner. And then what kind of public awareness activities 
do you have planned? 

Ms. Rouse. We have a variety of things planned, which of course 
are awaiting approval by our oversight committees. Some of it is 
just direct public awareness. We need to let people know what the 
etiquette is coming to the U.S. Capitol. We need to let people know 
how, if they choose to do a tour and a guided tour, how you use 
our Advanced Reservation System or the telephone numbers. A 
simple thing we have to tell people is where the Capitol Visitor 
Center is. Oddly enough, it is under street level. So people need to 
know what to look for. 

A secondary part of it for the school groups and the bus groups 
that need to register in advance, we need to let them know that 
we need you to register so we can get back to you in the event 
there are changes. Ultimately, we want school groups K through 12 
to have preparation in advance so our Web site can go online with 
curriculum tie-in material for each State. I do not think I will have 
that for opening per se, but that is the goal by the middle of next 
year. 


CVC VISITOR PROHIBITIONS 

Mr. Bonner. And for instance, by contrast when visitors go down 
to the White House they cannot take cameras, they cannot take 
backpacks or umbrellas or things like that. Will there be similar 
types of prohibitions coming into the Visitor Center? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes. The prohibitions are the same as they currently 
are for the Capitol will be unless something changes by the Capitol 
Police. Of course you can bring a camera if you like, but a small 
backpack, not a large backpack. No food, no water, which is part 
of the reason why we will have restaurants. Even small things like, 
perfume is too much liquid. What I do not want is for people to ar- 
rive at our door, too many people to arrive at our door and we have 
to have big bins out front where people are having to throw things 
away. 

Even the airports have gotten much better at informing people 
of what to expect when they go to the airport. We want to reach 
that level of penetration so people understand what they need and 
what the etiquette is for the building. 

Mr. Bonner. And will they not be able to bring water in, for in- 
stance, because of a security issue or because there are vendors 
selling it on-site? 

Ms. Rouse. It is the standard practice now that if you are an 
outsider, not staff, if you are an outsider you cannot bring food and 
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water into the Capitol. So we are simply following that practice. 
But we have bottled water inside and we have water fountains in- 
side. So that will not be an issue for anybody. Food they will have 
to purchase on site. They also will not be able to take it outside 
of the restaurant. 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. Great. Let me shift gears real quick like to 
the GAO. 


CVC SMOKE CONTROL SYSTEM 

Mr. Dorn, in your submitted testimony you mentioned that there 
have been some difficulties in testing the smoke exhaust system 
and fire alarm. What type of problems are we talking about? And 
could you anticipate that these problems would delay the Certifi- 
cate of Occupancy? 

Mr. Dorn. First, no, we do not anticipate that it would delay the 
Certificate of Occupancy. But for the details, Bernie Ungar could 
probably do the best description. 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. And again forgive me if this question has al- 
ready been posed, because I did come in late. 

Mr. Ungar. No, it has not been asked yet, sir. A recent example 
is today we are winding up the first segment of our testing of the 
CVC smoke control system. One of the problems we have encoun- 
tered is that there are certain areas, relatively small areas within 
the facility, where we have not been able to achieve the air pres- 
sure that we need for certain situations if we have to go into a 
smoke control mode. What we are doing to address those issues is 
getting with our engineers to come up with some solutions. We do 
not think there are major problems at this point. If we have to 
make a change, we will do that. We will then work with the Fire 
Marshal to retest the system. 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome, Mr. Bonner. Thank 
you very much. I guess we are back to me now. I have three ques- 
tions that I would like to get done in my 5 minutes. 

CVC WEB SITE AND ADVANCE RESERVATION SYSTEM 

Ms. Rouse, on the CVC Web site we had an opportunity to follow 
up since the last CVC hearing. And I think you and I have a clear- 
er understanding of the direction that I think the Web site should 
go in terms of accommodating Members who wish to give staff-led 
tours and have their constituents get direct access right to their 
scheduling process. 

Can you talk about the evolution of the Web site and where you 
are in terms of making sure that there is a button that can be 
clicked on that says, “book a tour with your Representative or with 
your Senator?” 

Ms. Rouse. I certainly can. And there will be a button that says 
that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Hallelujah. 

Ms. Rouse. From our discussions, and it did provide the staff an 
opportunity to better articulate what we are doing, on each Mem- 
ber’s Web site there will be a button to allow them to manage the 
Advance Reservation System. They can customize it to whatever 
their needs might be, if it is something they want to do or some- 
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thing they do not want to do. Or they can change it at any moment, 
they will be able to do that. We are hoping through the month of 
July to be actually testing our Advance Reservation System. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It will be on the Member’s Web site. 
Will it also be on the CVC’s Web site? 

Ms. Rouse. Absolutely, yes. We have a Webmaster who will be 
helping us with that and for everybody, all 540 Members’ offices 
and their district offices. We are buying licenses for all of them so 
we will be able to bring that on line. We will test in the month of 
July and get feedback from a limited group of people on such 
things as the buttons and the function. In September, we will be 
setting up the allocations. In this we will be asking Members what 
it is that they would like to do. We will customize it to their needs. 
With a little help we will be beta testing September 22nd to Octo- 
ber 3rd. Visitor Services will do the beta testing for us. People will 
begin booking through them. Then we will do similar testing for 
part of October with Member offices. The feedback we get with that 
will allow us to make any adjustments and customizing further. 
We will then go live as Congress gives us permission to do so. 

So hopefully, by early October we will have a pretty good feel for 
it. The nice thing about Web sites and Webmasters is you can keep 
adjusting. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, and I appre- 
ciate the work that you have been doing on that. It took a while, 
but I am glad to see that we made that progress. 

bus pre-inspection option 

Just back to the busing issue. Also at the public witness hearing 
it was suggested by the National Tour Association that they would 
like to work with the Capitol Police and with the AOC on the possi- 
bility of pre-inspecting buses, making sure that the buses that 
come through drop off their luggage and all their belongings at the 
hotels before they come for their tour of the CVC and for their 
drop-off, and that the buses go through a pre-inspection process. 

Is that something that is being pursued? Are we actually evolv- 
ing the transportation plan here? Because this is, I think, the third 
CVC oversight hearing we have had in which we have had this con- 
versation, and I just keep seeing this map. And I feel like nothing 
has changed from the initial plan. And we have expressed enough 
concern that I think we all would like to see some changes made. 
So what is your process that is designed to make sure that we can 
evolve the plan to make it more workable for anywhere from con- 
stituents who are not disabled to constituents with disabilities? 

Ms. Rouse. Madam chair, I guess our best response to that is 
that we are going to continue to meet. We have been convening on 
the transportation issue. We have not convened on it for the last 
month or so because the Capitol Police have been discussing this 
on a hearing level. I suspect what we will need to do is go back 
and convene again on where we are on this issue. It is the respon- 
sibility of the Capitol Visitor Center to report on that, because we 
are communicating to the public what their options are. It will be 
up to the Capitol Police to see what it is that they are going to 
allow to happen. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Maybe we can make sure that this 
does not take as long as the Web site did. 

Ms. Rouse. We will try. 

CHANGE ORDERS AND MULTIPLE PUNCHLIST ITEMS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That would be good. We want to make 
sure we accommodate the needs of all people who visit the CVC. 

Change orders and the punchlist. Obviously, from when Ms. 
McCollum raised the issue of there being 14,000 items on the 
punchlist initially, and now we are down to 7,000, that is great, but 
I know there are multiple punchlists. And I do not really under- 
stand how we are whittling down the items on some of these sepa- 
rate punchlists. It seems like there are these specialty punchlists. 
How are we prioritizing the winnowing down of the items on those? 
And what is the progress being made? Because I know in the re- 
port that we get I am seeing the main punchlist numbers, but not 
all of them. 

Mr. Ayers. That is true, you are seeing the main punchlist. I 
think today we are down to 6,100, which is about 2,000 fewer since 
our last hearing as I noted. There are a handful of other specialty 
lists. For example, we have a specialty list that has 20 or 30 items 
on it with our technical security contractor. We have a list from the 
Office of Compliance that probably has 100 items on it, most of 
which I think are complete. There may be a dozen or so open items 
on that list. 

Anything you would like to add to that, Mr. Ungar? 

Mr. Ungar. Yes, ma’am, there are basically only three specialty 
lists, as you call it. They are special for a particular reason. They 
are higher priority items than the general items: security, fire 
alarm, and basic life-safety for example. That is why they are sepa- 
rate. They are maintained for different reasons, different purposes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are you comfortable with the pace of 
the progress on those lists? 

Mr. Ungar. At this point, yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Ungar. They are separate because we want to give them pri- 
ority attention. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Dorn, do you have any concerns 
about the progress that is being made on some of these separate 
lists or the punchlist overall? 

Mr. Dorn. Not on the progress being made. I think they are all 
working towards that. One thing to recognize also in this area is 
that not all punchlist items are created equally, of course. Some of 
them are, as we discussed at earlier hearings, easy to take care of, 
and others — I mean the list with a dozen items — might be the 
hardest list that you have got. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right. 

Mr. Dorn. So I do think it is important that these other people 
keep AOC informed of what their concerns are so that AOC again 
can merge the corrections and make sure that we are not cor- 
recting one thing and then tearing it out because another list had 
a different concern about the same item. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes, Mr. Ungar. 
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Mr. Ungar. If I can just add, I do not think that is going to be 
a problem. All of these specialty lists are really under the leader- 
ship of Doug Jacobs. He is aware of every single item that is on 
there. He is feverishly working to make sure that the type of situa- 
tion that Mr. Dorn raised does not happen. Just adding these to 
the bigger list is not really the solution. Mr. Jacobs keeps on top 
of that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I was not suggesting he do that. I was 
just wanted to make sure that since this is an oversight hearing 
we ask about all the balls that are in air right now. Thank you for 
your indulgence. 

Mr. Latham. 


LOC TUNNEL UPDATE 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. Mr. Ayers, I wanted to ask about the 
Library of Congress tunnel progress. I understand that there have 
been some leakage problems, pretty significant. What is the status 
of that? And is there enough money to fix the problem, if in fact 
there is the leakage problem? 

Mr. Ayers. We have experienced some leaks in the Library of 
Congress tunnel. We do think, ultimately, that they are manage- 
able. We are working now to fix many of those from the top level. 
One of the problems we found was that the construction above is 
not complete, and thereby we have some drainage problems above 
that is forcing water into the tunnel. We are comfortable we are 
able to fix those problems. 

Mr. Latham. How much water? 

Mr. Ayers. Well, initially we had numerous leaks. And we have 
had a variety of repair techniques, I would say 80 to 90 percent of 
which have been effective. We have maybe 10 percent of those that 
remain to be problems for us. I do not think it is — from my per- 
spective, it is not a significant issue. 

Mr. Latham. Is there enough money, within the 10 million limi- 
tation? 

Mr. Ayers. We are very confident we will be within that $10 mil- 
lion limitation. 


CVC LEAKAGE PROBLEMS 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Just one final question on the CVC in its en- 
tirety. We have had an awful lot of rain this spring. Are there 
leaks elsewhere in the CVC or any other significant problems? 

Mr. Ayers. There are no significant problems. We have had 
minor leaks throughout the facility over the course of the last year 
or two, most of which have been fixed already. 

Mr. Latham. Where? 

Mr. Ayers. The House connector tunnel is one area. Certainly 
along some of the perimeter walls have been some other areas. 
Those are the only ones that I recall. Mr. Ungar, do you recall oth- 
ers? 

Mr. Ungar. There have been a few others, sir. For example, in 
one of the meeting rooms. We try to address those, obviously, as 
soon as we identify them. We have got basically a list of areas in 
which we have leaks. And Mr. Jacobs, again, is going to be working 
with our architect to figure out the best way to address them. Some 



246 


of them are a little more complicated than others. But we are wait- 
ing to get together with all the appropriate folks to figure out what 
the best steps are to address the ones that we continue to have. 
Mr. Latham. Okay. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Latham. 

Ms. Lee. 


TRANSPORTATION COST — VISITOR OPTIONS 

Ms. Lee. Okay, let me go back to the question of Capitol Police 
and transportation, what have you. I remember last time we talked 
a little bit about the cost of transportation from Union Station to 
the Visitor Center. Was it a dollar? You guys still talking about 
that? 

Ms. Rouse. What we were doing with our convening is trying to 
make sure that we had a mechanism to tell all the public what 
their options were to get from Union Station to the Capitol, if that 
was an option that they were going to exercise. You can see from 
the map there that it is about four blocks, or about an 11-minute 
walk. If someone opted to take the Circulator bus, it would be a 
dollar. That Circulator bus, and its stop is right in front of the 
CVC, would also take them down to the stadium. So it is really 
serving this part of Washington, DC. 

Ms. Lee. But you know what, the only problem is that may be 
the only option. It is great to be able to have options and give peo- 
ple their options, but what if that is the only option? So if you are 
relegated to that you become victimized and discriminated against 
really because you have selected that option because you could not 
handle the other options for whatever reason. And so I am still a 
little worried about that. 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, ma’am. I think probably one of our tasks will 
be with the CVC and AOC, is to communicate again with the Cap- 
itol Police and try to articulate better what it is that the options 
will be for people if they happen to be coming from Union Station 
and they cannot use the Circulator bus. 

Ms. Lee. Are we going to ask the Capitol Police to come and kind 
of talk that through with us, Madam Chair, or is that some- 
thing — 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. They were here at the last meeting. 

Ms. Lee. Yeah. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We certainly can have them come 
back. 

Ms. Lee. After you all have your discussions maybe? 

BUS OPTIONS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I think you really need to sit down 
with all the parties that are involved in the development of this 
bus plan and come back to us with some answers. Because we have 
continued to ask questions and we are still in the same place. 

Ms. Lee. Yeah. And I do not know if that is — is that a financial 
issue, or is this something that is being driven by the Visitors Cen- 
ter or by the city with regard to the charge of the $1? 

Ms. Rouse. The Capitol Visitor Center, our job is just to report 
on how people can get there. The Circulator bus, it is a city bus, 
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and this is their mechanism. They added one stop in front of the 
CVC to accommodate the increased visitorship. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Would the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. Lee. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am on the Financial Services Appro- 
priations Subcommittee, and when we considered DC’s budget, 
Mayor Fenty was there, and the only question I asked him was 
about the Circulator buses, and the charge of $1, and their size, 
and the fact that they do not really fit more than 40 people. And 
he is supposed to get back to us on some of our concerns. But really 
everybody needs to sit down and come back to us. So maybe we will 
have them come back at the next hearing. 

Ms. Lee. Come back. Okay. Thank you very much. Because that 
is still looming out there, and I would like to see it resolved. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Rouse. Mr. Bonner. 

CVC SIGNAGE — CONTACTING MEMBERS 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, ma’am, thank you. A couple more quick ques- 
tions. When I was an intern it seems like in 1881, it was actually 
1981, the signage in the Capitol complex was atrocious. You did not 
know whether you were in the Rayburn Building or the Cannon 
Building unless you knew your way around. And I must say that 
in recent years the signage has improved considerably. 

That said, hoping that millions of people come to the CVC as 
their gateway to the Capitol, what methodology do you anticipate 
there being when a visitor does not call one of their Members or 
Senators in advance and they just show up in the CVC in terms 
of them knowing how to get in touch with their Member or their 
Senators if that is something that they would like to do, hopefully 
to tell us we are doing a good job, obviously, not a bad job. 

Mr. Ayers. I can respond to that, and thank you for your com- 
ments on the signage throughout the Capitol complex. We have in- 
vested a great deal of time, and the Congress has supported that 
effort with significant funds in recent years. It is really looking up, 
I agree with you. When a visitor comes into the Visitor Center, of 
course, they can inquire at one of the information desks about who 
their Member is and, where their Member’s office is located. But 
in addition, in the exhibits in the Exhibition Hall a member of the 
public can look up their Member and look up where their Member’s 
office is located, and from there begin a journey to their office. 

CAPITOL MAP 

Mr. Bonner. Might I suggest, and I have not precleared this 
with the chairwoman or anyone else, this is just off the top of my 
head, which is sometimes dangerous, but when I started here in 
1981 as an intern, there was a police officer, and he is still here 
today, and he used to keep a pad with a map of the Capitol 
grounds on it. It seems to me if you had some way to amplify that 
concept so that if at the visitor’s desk they come in and want to 
see Congressman Latham, or they don’t even know who their Con- 
gressman is, if they can get a pad while in the complex, and that 
way they can write down that he is in Room 345 in the Cannon 
Building and the two Senators from their State are in the Russell 
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Building and the Dirksen Building, just something that a person 
can have with them that has also a general layout of the House of- 
fice buildings and the Senate office buildings. Just a suggestion. 

Mr. Ayers. Great idea. In fact, I have a pad of that Capitol com- 
plex myself in my desk drawer, and I use it regularly with visitors 
as well. Great idea. 

Mr. Bonner. Two other quick questions. 

LANGUAGES — AVAILABILITY TO CVC VISITORS 

Number one, we oftentimes when we are talking about the buses 
or whatever, we are thinking about our constituents that we know 
will be coming here. But how many different languages will be 
available for visitors from around the world who will come here, 
and what method will they have access to understand the history 
of our country and the building? 

Ms. Rouse. I can answer that. Initially there will be Spanish, 
German, French, Japanese, and Chinese language material avail- 
able for people doing the tour, conventional tour guides. Also in the 
Exhibition Hall in the CVC, those five languages will also be on 
audio heads. I hope as time goes on and as our Visitor Center 
guides come on, we will be able to have them have that language 
capability as well. 

I don’t think that we will have it tied down by the time we open, 
but as years go on, we will be able to offer a tour in Spanish or 
German because we have that need among our visitors. 

Mr. Bonner. Will we be monitoring to see if we need to expand 
the languages? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, evaluation will be a key component of what we 
will be doing in the Visitor Center. We need to know what people 
are getting or not getting, and we will be able to report back on 
that. 


CVC STATUES — SITE DESIGNATION 

Mr. Bonner. One more quick question. Have all of the sites for 
the statues in the CVC been designated yet? And if not, who do we 
talk to if we are interested in a statue of our distinguished chair- 
woman or some other famous American? 

Mr. Ayers. We have put together a statue relocation plan both 
for statues to move to the Visitor Center as well as the resulting 
shuffle that will obviously take place within the Capitol Building. 
We have forwarded our recommendations to the Joint Committee 
on the Library, which has oversight over that matter. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, Helen Keller, Alabama, she will be coming 
here in a few of months, and I certainly hope she has a prominent 
place. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Lee. On the languages, how did you come up with those five 
languages? Are these the most common languages spoken in the 
world or what was the process to make the decision? 

Ms. Rouse. That predated me, but I suspect it was probably 
based on demand that those five languages were picked. Spanish, 
German, French, Chinese, and Japanese. But we can investigate 
through sort of anecdotal comments through the guide service what 
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other languages are beginning to be on demand, and we will pass 
them on at the next meeting. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you very much. 

CR IMPACT ON CVC — CHAIR CLOSING REMARKS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Rouse, as you know, we are fac- 
ing a difficult fiscal environment. There are going to be a lot of 
challenges and difficult decisions we are going to have to make as 
legislators. You have requested a 58 percent increase in your oper- 
ating funds for the CVC for fiscal year 2009. Given that we may 
not even have an appropriations bill that will pass by the begin- 
ning of the fiscal year, which is a concern that Mr. Latham has re- 
peatedly expressed, I want to make sure that you are prepared to 
operate the CVC in a continuing resolution environment. 

So by June 6, if the Architect of the Capitol could submit a plan 
for operating the CVC under a continuing resolution for the first 
half of fiscal year 2009, we would appreciate it because we think 
that you need to think that all of the way through. I know there 
are some important and grandiose plans for opening the CVC, 
much of which will not be possible in the event that we are in a 
CR for the first part of the year, so we want to make sure that you 
are ready. If you can do that by June 6, that would be great. 

Thank you. 

With that, this subcommittee stands in recess subject to the call 
of the chair. 
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Capitol Visitor Center Hearing 
May 22, 2008 
Rayburn 2359 


Homework Question for the Record 
Ms. Debbie Wasserman Schultz, Chair 
Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 


Ms. Rouse, as you know we are facing a difficult fiscal environment and one with many 
challenges for us as legislators. You are asking for a 58 percent increase in operating funds for the 
CVC for FY 2009, but there may not be an appropriations bill passed by the beginning of the 
fiscal year. 

With that in mind, by June 6, I would like the Architect of the Capitol to submit a plan for 
operating the Capitol Visitor Center under a continuing resolution for the first half of the fiscal 
year. 

Response. Although a six month Continuing Resolution (CR) will affect many aspects of the 
Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) operations, the AOC believes that we have identified methods to 
ensure that the CVC will open and operate in a successful manner. The AOC’s FY 2008 request 
for payroll funding was based on lower staffing levels due to ramp up for the opening; thus, 
funding FY 2009 payroll during a CR is a significant challenge. The CVC operations staff must 
be at full strength prior to the beginning of the fiscal year. In order to meet the estimated 
operations ($2.3 million) and maintenance ($2.5 million) payroll for six months during a CR, the 
CVC plans to defer certain items, programs, and events, use current funds, and borrow funding 
from other sources. 

The CVC will defer the following items, programs, and events until funding is available in the 
event of a CR: 

■ Operations 

- Education and public programs 

- After-hour events for Members 

- Exhibit evaluation and visitor feedback 

- Additional languages for exhibit assistance 

- Enhanced programming of information desk screens 

- Temporary exhibit cases to include artifacts related to the Lincoln exhibit 
commemorating the bicentennial of his birth 

- Conservation of and insurance on the temporary exhibits 

- Supplemental post-opening public awareness efforts 

- Exhibit design support costs 
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* Facility Maintenance 

- Hiring of certain positions 

- Final fit-out of maintenance shop space 

- Full purchase of necessary equipment 

Please note that deferring these CVC operation and maintenance needs will jeopardize the ability 
to meet the core mission of informing, involving, and inspiring visitors while providing a 
welcoming, educational, safe, and comfortable environment for them to learn about Congress, the 
legislative process and the Capitol Building. 

The AOC has also conducted a review of the no-year CVC operations funds to identify surpluses. 
Based on this review, we anticipate being able to defray certain FY 2009 administrative costs such 
as postage, office supplies, payroll processing fees, software licenses, training, and miscellaneous 
exhibit costs for the full year by using current funds. We will request reprogramming authority for 
these items. Funding is also currently available to initiate the Congressional Historical 
Interpretive Program (CHIP) to train Members’ staff and new guides in FY 2008. This program 
will require additional funding in FY 2009. A CR will limit our ability to provide training to new 
staff during that time. 

The above actions will still not enable the CVC to meet its payroll requirements for operations. 
We will need to provide additional funds. Therefore, we respectfully request the authorization to 
borrow $2.5 million in FY 2009 requested project claims’ funding to apply to operational payroll. 
When we receive the FY 2009 operations funds, we will reimburse the CVC project. These 
project funds have been set aside for construction claims, but are not needed until later in FY 
2009. If the Subcommittee will not consider this request, the AOC will need to request the 
transfer of prior year project funds from other appropriations to meet CVC payroll. This action 
would delay the projects for which these funds were allocated, but enable the CVC to attain an 
operational staffing level. 

This analysis does not take into account the impact of the potential transfer of the Capitol Guide 
Service to the AOC. Preliminary meetings with the Capitol Guide Service have been held to 
discuss the funding consequences of the possible transfer. As of this writing, we are not yet able 
to accurately assess the impact of a CR on the Capitol Guide Service. When we complete our 
analysis, we will update the Subcommittee. 
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Chair Opening Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good evening. I would like to call the 
meeting of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Appropriations to order. 

This evening is our 12th oversight hearing on the Capitol Visitor 
Center, and I appreciate everybody accommodating the Members’ 
schedule. We have had some adjustments to make in the legislative 
calendar, and I wanted to make sure, originally, that we would 
have this hearing prior to the originally scheduled Appropriations 
markup tomorrow; but we did not want to juggle the calendar 
again, so here we are. 

We have an unusually large panel tonight, but we have a lot of 
ground to cover. And I wanted to make sure particularly that we 
have a final oversight hearing in July — not final as far as the work 
that we are doing, but I did want to make sure that we have an 
oversight hearing before the scheduled temporary certificate of oc- 
cupancy so that we could make sure that we have as many boxes 
checked as possible. 

So I don’t want to speak very long. We have a lot of ground to 
cover, as I said. Primarily, the focus of this hearing will be the bus 
drop-off plan for visitors to the Capitol Visitors Center and our reg- 
ular update on the progress of the Capitol Visitors Center. 

We want to talk with you, Ms. Rouse, about the progress that 
you are making, and the implication of a CR, in the event that we 
are in one, as well as our usual questions for you about staff-led 
tours. And also cover the OOC questions that arose from the last 
hearing and the concerns that might be out there. 

And, Chief Morse, we are also going to go over some of the bus 
transportation plans with you as well. 

So, with that, Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Just in the interests of time, welcome everyone, 
and I look forward to the testimony. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. Thank you. 

( 253 ) 
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We have joining us this evening Stephen Ayers, the Acting Archi- 
tect of the Capitol; Bernie Ungar, the CVC Project Executive; Terry 
Dorn, the Director of Physical Infrastructure Issues at GAO; Terrie 
Rouse, CEO for Visitor Services at the CVC; Phillip Morse, Chief 
of the U.S. Capitol Police; and Peter Eveleth, General Counsel of 
the Office of Compliance. 

Mr. Ayers, you are up first, and you can proceed with a summary 
of your 5-minute statement, and your statement will be entered 
into the record. Welcome. 

Opening Statement — Stephen Ayers 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you, Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, 
and members of the subcommittee. I am pleased to be here today 
to report on the progress that we have made to complete the CVC 
and prepare for its operation and opening later this year. 

CONSTRUCTION UPDATE 

As we have reported for the past several months, the comprehen- 
sive fire and life-safety testing continues on schedule, and we re- 
main confident that we will receive a temporary certificate of occu- 
pancy by July 31st, as planned. We have also been working closely 
with the Office of Compliance to identify and resolve facility design 
and construction related issues well before the CVC opens to the 
public. 

In February, the Office of Compliance and our project team 
launched a collaborative effort under which the Office of Compli- 
ance has been pre-inspecting various aspects of the CVC as they 
have been completed, informally bringing issues to our attention, 
and working with us to resolve those issues. We are pleased to re- 
port that, at this time, the Office of Compliance has looked at near- 
ly all of the areas for which pre-inspections were planned prior to 
occupant move-in, and we are in agreement with the Office of Com- 
pliance on all deficiencies, and most have already been corrected. 

Along with the ongoing fire alarm testing, we are completing 
minor construction in the East Front, the Library of Congress Tun- 
nel, the Senate Atrium Stairs, and the Exterior Grounds. In the 
House Hearing Room, crews recently completed the carpet installa- 
tion and will be completing the remaining work in July. 

In addition, workers have been completing grout work between 
some of the 46,000 pieces of sandstone throughout the facility. 
Metal workers continue setting exterior bronze wall panels adja- 
cent to the north and south entrance doors, and others are making 
adjustments to the bronze panels that line the escalator on the 
south side of Emancipation Hall. 

On June 30th, we opened to pedestrians the East Front base- 
ment corridor, which connects the House and Senate wings of the 
Capitol Building. All of the testing and acceptance activities associ- 
ated with the fire alarm system in this area were successfully com- 
pleted. Outside, preparatory work along First Street on the Pepco 
vault was completed 2 weeks ahead of schedule, and crews are lay- 
ing sod on the south egg, and are planting new trees and shrubs 
along the CVC entrance paths. 
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RELOCATION OF THE STATUE OF FREEDOM 

In the Russell Building, we are preparing the plaster model of 
the Statue of Freedom for its move to the Capitol Visitor Center. 
In order to safely move the model and maintain public access 
through the basement rotunda, a scaffold has been erected around 
the model, which is enclosed by an 8-foot wall and plastic sheeting. 
Project activities in the Russell basement rotunda are expected to 
take 6 to 8 weeks, and the model is scheduled to be fully installed 
in the CVC by mid-October. 

As of July 2nd, there were approximately 4,200 open items on 
our main punchlist. In May, 26 change orders were settled, and in 
June, 28 were settled. 


PLAZA PAVER UPDATE 

With regard to the plaza paver issue we discussed last month, 
we are continuing to review the matter in detail, but based on 
what we have learned, we have developed an action plan to begin 
repairs. We will begin work on the plaza in stages this August, and 
plan to complete the repairs in November. We will continue to as- 
sess the issues of liability over the next several months; however, 
we believe we have sufficient funds in hand for these repairs. 

CVC OPENING PREPARATION 

In preparation for the CVC’s opening, in the Exhibition Hall 
audiovisual technicians continue testing monitors, interactive sta- 
tions, and sound systems, as well as making adjustments to the 
lighting components. In addition, the six Capitol Square models 
have been installed, as well as most of the additional exhibit 
graphics. 

Our Capitol Superintendent’s Office is also continuing to hold re- 
location coordination meetings with future occupants to coordinate 
the delivery and installation of furniture to office suites. A prelimi- 
nary schedule has been developed which incorporates the input and 
feedback from various offices that will be relocating to the CVC. 

Madam Chair, as always, we appreciate the continued support of 
this subcommittee and the Congress as we work to ready the CVC 
for the public later this year. That concludes my statement, and I 
would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

[Mr. Ayers’ prepared statement follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA 
ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 
Before the 

Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

July 8, 2008 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee, 1 am pleased to be 
here today to report on the progress made to complete the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC), and 
prepare for its opening and operation later this year. Joining me today, as is the custom, are Mr. 
Bemie Ungar, CVC Project Executive, and Ms. Terrie Rouse, our Chief Executive Officer for 
Visitor Services. 

As we have reported for the past several months, the comprehensive fire alarm and life-safety 
testing continues on schedule, and we remain confident that we will receive the temporary 
Certificate of Occupancy by July 31. We have been working closely with the Office of 
Compliance (OOC) to identify and resolve facility-design and construction-related issues well 
before the CVC opens to the public. In February, the OOC and our Project Team launched a 
collaborative effort under which the OOC has been pre-inspecting various aspects of the CVC as 
they have been completed, informally bringing issues to our attention, and working with us to 
resolve open issues. 

We are pleased to report that, at this time, OOC has looked at nearly all the areas for which pre- 
inspections were planned prior to occupant move-in. Thus far, of the 118 issues OOC has 
identified, half have been fully resolved; 53 are in the process of being abated; and the remaining 
six are being discussed by OOC and the CVC Project Team to reach a satisfactory resolution. 
We expect to reach agreement with the OOC on the six issues shortly. 
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Along with the ongoing fire alarm testing, we are completing minor construction in the East 
Front, the Library of Congress tunnel, the Senate atrium stairs, and the exterior grounds. In the 
House Hearing Room, crews recently completed the carpet installation and will be completing 
the remaining minor work in July. In addition, workers have been completing grout work 
between some of the 46,000 pieces of sandstone that cover nearly 20,000 square feet of walls 
throughout the facility. Metal workers continue setting exterior bronze wall panels adjacent to 
the North and South entrance doors, and others are making adjustments to the bronze panels that 
line the escalator on the south side of Emancipation Hall. 

Elsewhere in the Exhibition Hall, audio-visual technicians continue testing monitors, interactive 
stations, and sound systems, as well as making adjustments to the lighting components. In 
addition, installation of the six Capitol Square models began last week, as did the installation of 
additional exhibit graphics. 

Last week, we also opened to pedestrians the East Front basement corridor which connects the 
House and Senate Wings. All of the testing and acceptance activities associated with the fire 
alarm system in this area were successfully completed. Over the next few months, we will be 
replacing ceiling panels in corridor areas outside the CVC’s construction zone, and bringing the 
elevators there into service. 

Outside, preparatory work along First Street on the Pepco vault was completed two weeks ahead 
of schedule, and crews are laying sod in the South Egg and preparing to plant new trees and 
shrubs along the CVC entrance paths. 

In the Russell Senate Office Building, we are preparing the plaster model for the Statue of 
Freedom for its move to the CVC. In order to safely move the model and maintain public access 
through the Russell basement rotunda, a scaffold has been erected around the model which is 
enclosed by an eight-foot wall and plastic sheeting. Project activities in the Russell basement 
rotunda are expected to take six to eight weeks, and the model is scheduled to be fully installed 
in the CVC by mid-October. 
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As they have been doing since this spring, professional crews continue to clean most of the 
CVC’s public spaces, and are working in areas of the House and Senate Expansion Spaces. 
Other crews continue to work to complete punchlist items such as millwork, wall stone, floor 
stone, grout, plaster work, carpeting, doors, paint, and other finishes. 

As of June 27, there were approximately 4,475 open items on the main punchlist. We are also 
continuing to address various issues that have arisen, such as those associated with the 
equipment that operates the CVC’s fountains and corrections are being made to some kitchen 
and restroom drains. 

In anticipation of receipt of the temporary Certificate of Occupancy, the Capitol 
Superintendent’s Office continues to hold relocation coordination meetings with future 
occupants, and coordinate the delivery and installation of furniture to office suites. A 
preliminary schedule is being developed, which incorporates the input and feedback from the 
various offices that will be relocating into the CVC. 

With regard to the plaza paver issue we discussed in May, we are continuing to review the matter 
in comprehensive and technical detail, but based on what we have learned thus far, we have 
developed an action plan to begin repairs. While the specifics of the plan are procurement 
sensitive and cannot be discussed in a public hearing, I can say that we will begin work on the 
plaza in stages in August and plan to complete the repairs in November. We will continue to 
assess issues of liability over the next several months, however we believe that there is sufficient 
funding in the $621 million cost-to-complete estimate for repairs. We will continue to keep the 
Subcommittee and Congress apprised of our progress on this matter. 

In May, 26 change orders were settled, and in June, 28 were settled. The magnitude of the 
change order proposals being received continues to diminish, with most new proposals coming in 
below $10,000. Gilbane and the CVC Project Team continue to focus their efforts on settling the 
largest outstanding change orders first and as quickly as possible. 
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In anticipation of the CVC’s opening, Ms. Rouse and our team continue to work with Oversight 
Committees and Congressional leadership on plans for CVC’s visitor services operations. She 
has several updates to share with the Subcommittee today. 

Madam Chair, the Capitol Visitor Center was conceived as an extension of the Capitol, offering 
open access to all people in a safe and secure environment so that they may witness the 
workings of the legislative process. The CVC also will enhance the visitor experience by 
eliminating the long lines where tourists had to stand in the heat, the rain, or the cold; providing 
greater comfort and accessibility, including necessary amenities, as well as new educational 
opportunities for our children through interactive exhibits and films. As always, we appreciate 
the continued support of this Subcommittee and Congress as we work to ready the CVC for the 
visiting public later this year. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Dorn. 

Opening Statement — Terrell Dorn 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you, Madam Chair, Mr. Latham, members of 
the subcommittee. My status update this evening is somewhat rou- 
tine, and I will keep it brief in order to provide more time for ques- 
tions. 


CONSTRUCTION UPDATE 

The project’s estimate of $621 million and its scheduled avail- 
ability for opening remain unchanged. Fire alarm testing is con- 
tinuing to go well, and I still expect it could finish slightly ahead 
of schedule. Construction necessary for a certificate of occupancy 
appears to be essentially complete and able to support the transi- 
tion operations once the Fire Marshal gives his approval to begin 
occupancy. Punchlist operations are expected to continue for some 
months into the future, but are not expected to be overly disrup- 
tive. 

As I discussed at our last hearing, it is not unusual at this stage 
of a project for new tenants in a building to request changes to cus- 
tomize their space or for inspectors to find things that could have 
been done differently. My understanding is that since that time, 
AOC and OOC have worked collaboratively and reached agreement 
on all outstanding issues between them that need to be corrected 
prior to the CVC opening. 

As expected, other user-requested changes continue to come in as 
tenants visit their new spaces. AOC is trying to maintain the bal- 
ance between making some needed changes now and pushing oth- 
ers off until construction is complete. None of the changes are sig- 
nificant; however, they can be a distraction from finishing the con- 
struction in hand. 

In summary, there are no new construction issues since the last 
hearing. Construction costs and schedule remain the same and will 
be able to support the CVC opening when needed. Thank you, 
ma’am. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Dorn. 

[Mr. Dorn’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to assist the Subcommittee in 
monitoring progress on the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) project. My 
remarks will focus on (1) the Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC) construction 
progress since the last CVC hearing on May 22, 2008,' and (2) the project’s 
expected cost at completion and funding status. 

Today’s remarks are based on our review of schedules and financial 
reports for the CVC project and related records maintained by AOC and its 
construction management contractor, Gilbane Building Company; our 
observations on the progress of work at the CVC construction site; and our 
discussions with the CVC team (AOC and its major CVC contractors) and 
AOC’s Chief Fire Marshal. We also reviewed AOC’s construction 
management contractor’s periodic schedule assessments. 


Construction Is 
Essentially Complete, 
and Fire Alarm 
Testing Continues 


Since the May 22, 2008, CVC hearing, work on the project has moved 
forward, and despite issues in certain CVC and expansion space work, 
AOC still believes the fire alarm testing will be completed late next month 
and the project will be available to open in November 2008. According to 
AOC’s construction management contractor, in dollar terms, the overall 
CVC project remains 99 percent complete. 2 Some risks to the project’s 
schedule remain in testing some components of the CVC’s fire alarm 
system. Many punch list 3 items also remain to be completed, and a steady 
number of proposed change orders have to be resolved. At this time, AOC 
does not expect the punch list items or the proposed change orders to 
affect the project’s completion date. 


Since the last hearing, work on the project’s current critical path, 4 fire 
alarm acceptance testing, has continued, and AOC has taken steps to 
address other concerns. For example, the fire marshal has continued 
testing the building’s smoke exhaust system. Although some issues have 


'GAO, Capitol Visitor Center: Update on Status of Project's Schedule and Cost as of May 
22, 2008, GAO-08-81 IT (Washington, D.C.: May 22, 2008). 

2 In other words, the sequence 2 contractor has received about 99 percent of the current 
contract value. This value does not include the costs of unsettled proposed change orders, 
potential claims, and work performed outside the current sequence 2 contract, such as the 
fire marshal’s fire alarm acceptance testing. 

‘A punch list identifies tasks, usually minor, to be completed at the end of a project. 

’The critical path is the single longest path of activities through a project’s schedule. Each 
day of delay in the critical path could delay the completion of the entire project. 
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arisen during this testing, such as the potential need for additional or 
larger smoke exhaust fans for a portion of the building, no new significant 
issues have emerged. AOC still expects to receive a temporary certificate 
of occupancy for the project on or before July 31, 2008. In addition, the 
CVC team has continued to gradually reduce the number of punch list 
items, which we have identified as a concern at the last several hearings. 
According to AOC, the number of punch list items has been reduced from 
over 15,000 to about 4,700. Finally, AOC is developing plans to repair the 
damage to plaza pavers that we discussed at last month’s hearing. AOC has 
determined that substantial rework of the plaza may be required and is 
planning the repairs to avoid interference with the CVC’s opening and with 
inaugural activities. It is still not clear who will ultimately be financially 
responsible for the repairs, but we do not anticipate a need for additional 
appropriations to address this issue. 

Each month, the CVC team continues to identify proposed change orders. 
AOC and its contractors have continued to work together to reduce the 
number of open (outstanding) proposed change orders (PCO). However, 
the number of open orders has increased since our last statement while 
the number of orders settled during the same period has declined. 
Sustained attention to this issue is needed to reduce uncertainty about the 
project's costs. Figure 1 compares the number of outstanding proposed 
change orders with the number settled each month. 
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Figure 1 : Outstanding and Settled Proposed Change Orders by Month, March 2006 
through May 2008 
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AOC’s Cost Estimate 
Remains the Same, 
and Additional Funds 
Will Be Needed 


AOC’s current estimate of the cost to complete the CVC project’s 
construction, first reported in September 2007, 5 remains about $621 
million. We believe this estimate is realistic and contains a sufficient 
allowance for contingencies, provided there are no unexpected delays 
over the next month, when construction is scheduled to be complete. To 
date, about $583.3 million has been approved for CVC construction, and 
AOC has $2.4 million more in fiscal year 2008 CVC appropriations that it 
plans to use for construction after it obtains congressional approval to 


s GAO, Capitol Visitor Center: Update on Status of Project’s Schedule and Cost os of 
September 25, 2007, GAO-07- 1249T (Washington, D.C.: September 25, 2007) 
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obligate these funds. 6 In addition, AOC has estimated that it will still need 
another $2.6 million in fiscal year 2008 to fund CVC construction. 
Furthermore, AOC has requested $31.1 million in fiscal year 2009 funds for 
CVC construction. Given its current cost-to-complete estimate, AOC may 
need an additional $2 million in fiscal year 2009 to finish the project. 

Madam Chair, this completes my prepared statement. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that you or Members of the Subcommittee may 
have. 


Contacts and For further information about this testimony, please contact Terrell Dorn 

on (202) 512*6923 or domt@gao.gov. Other key contributors to this 
Acknowledgments testimony include Shirley Abel, Michael Armes, Lindsay Bach, Maria 

Edelstein, Elizabeth Eisenstadt, Jeanette Franzel, Jackie Hamilton, Kara 
Patton, and Joshua Ormond. 


For fiscal year 2008, AOC received $28,753,000 (before rescission) in appropriations for 
the CVC project Pub. L. No. 1 10-161. Of that amount, AOC is allowed, but not required, to 
use up to $8.5 million for operations. AOC is currently planning to use the $8.5 million for 
operations. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Rouse. 

Opening Statement — Terrie Rouse 

Ms. Rouse. Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, members of 
the subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before you again with an 
update on the Capitol Visitor Center operations. 

CONTINUING RESOLUTION CONCERNS 

At the last hearing, the subcommittee requested that the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol submit a plan to operate the Capitol Visitor Cen- 
ter under a continuing resolution for the first half of the fiscal year. 
While it may be possible to open the Capitol Visitor Center under 
the constrained circumstances of a continuing resolution, you need 
to know what this means in practical terms. 

The most critical area of impact would be our inability to staff 
the Visitor Center to the level required to adequately serve the mil- 
lions of visitors and constituents who are expected to come to the 
Capitol. 

The Capitol Visitor Center is a complex operation that requires 
many properly trained people to operate smoothly. With limited 
funds, we will be challenged to have sufficient visitor assistants to 
direct people to the new entrance to the Capitol, to manage the vis- 
itor flow to the Visitor Center, as well as people within the CVC 
to operate the operations theaters, the Capitol Building, and to 
quickly and efficiently do gift shop sales, all of which is designed 
to make the visitor experience run effortlessly. 

Visitation to the U.S. Capitol has increased in recent years. More 
and more families and student groups are visiting our hallowed 
halls. With the opening of the Visitor Center, we can expect visita- 
tion to increase by as much as 40 percent in the first year. This 
is typical for any new facility. 

CVC FIRST IMPRESSIONS — TRANSPORTATION 

The Capitol Visitor Center was designed to maximize public ac- 
cess to the U.S. Capitol while enhancing the experience for the mil- 
lions of people who come to walk its historic corridors. We only 
have one chance to make a first impression once we open the Vis- 
itor Center, and we want to make sure everyone’s first impression 
of the Capitol Visitor Center is memorable. 

At the last hearing we talked about transportation. In June, we 
facilitated a meeting among the House and Senate Sergeants at 
Arms, the U.S. Capitol Police, and several transportation consult- 
ants to discuss visitor approaches to the Capitol. During the peak 
tourist season, 60 percent of visitors arrive at the Capitol by char- 
ter bus, which means they are dropped off at the West Front. 
Twenty-five percent of visitors walk to the Capitol from sites on the 
National Mall, so they too arrive at the Capitol via the West Front. 

Here are some of the options we discussed. One possibility is a 
tram that would make a looping route on the surface streets that 
surround the Capitol, including Constitution, Independence Ave- 
nues, and First Street. Another option is a smaller vehicle, similar 
to the shuttle that the Guide Service uses now, which would travel 
on the paths within the green bollards encircling the Capitol 
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grounds. The option we have looked at in this category could run 
on either gas or electricity, so we have the potential for energy effi- 
ciency as we now have with the current shuttles. 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

On the larger scale, officials at the District Department of Trans- 
portation, DDOT, estimate it would cost approximately $3.5 million 
for the Capitol Visitor Center to procure and run its own fleet of 
buses that would traverse routes from Union Station and possibly 
around the Capitol Building. The cost to lease buses would be 
around $1.5 million. 

As you know, when construction of the Visitor Center, as well as 
the security concerns after September 11th, necessitated that larg- 
er buses drop off passengers on the West Front of the Capitol, a 
solution was developed to assist mobility-impaired visitors to get 
up the Hill. Currently, a fleet of five shuttles, operated by the 
Guide Service, provide assistance to visitors to the Capitol who 
have mobility difficulties. The Guide Service can accommodate 
wheelchair users from any point of origin within the green bollards. 

According to the Guide Service, these five shuttles are ready to 
be replaced. However, funds for the replacement have not been in- 
cluded in fiscal year 2008 or fiscal year 2009 budget requests. Nev- 
ertheless, maintaining the current system is an option for man- 
aging the situation for the near term. 

Any new transportation plan must be vetted and approved by the 
Police Board, a board, as you know, which is made up of the Ser- 
geant at Arms from the House and the Senate, the Architect of the 
Capitol, and the Chief of the Capitol Police, who serves as an ex 
officio member. 

From an operational perspective, our tasks will always be to pro- 
vide constituents with clear and concise information about how 
they can approach the Capitol Visitors Center and the historic Cap- 
itol Building. 


CVC STAFFING 

Madam Chair, we have much to do with very little time. We look 
forward to the final passage of the legislation that establishes our 
Visitor Services organization, which provides the management and 
administration of the Capitol Visitor Center. The Capitol Visitor 
Center is a multi-faceted operation that depends on people trained, 
and that brings us back to my first and most critical point. Our 
plan was to have on board more than 100 Visitor Assistants by 
September 15th, who would join approximately 75 guides and the 
required management. We are currently hiring to meet this goal, 
but we will adjust our plans accordingly to meet the authorized 
and appropriate levels in light of the potential fiscal year 2009 con- 
tinuing resolution. 

The United States Capitol Visitor Center staff is striving to reach 
the goals Congress mandated with the design and building of a 
580,000-square-foot expansion, the key objective being to manage 
visitor flow and to provide visitors with improved amenities, en- 
hanced safety, and overall to improve the experience at the Capitol. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to update the subcommittee 
on our activities. I am happy to answer any questions. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. Rouse. 
[Ms. Rouse’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of Ms. Terrie S. Rouse 
Chief Executive Officer for Visitor Services 
for the Capitol Visitor Center, Office of the Architect of the Capitol 

Before the Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 

Regarding 

Capitol Visitor Center Operations 
July 8, 2008 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear 
before you again with an update on Capitol Visitor Center operations. 

At the last hearing, the Subcommittee requested that the Architect of the Capitol submit a plan to 
operate the Capitol Visitor Center under a continuing resolution for the first half of the fiscal 
year. 

In order to provide you with the information you requested, we conducted an extensive review of 
the Visitor Center’s budgetary needs and balanced them against the limited funding available to 
the Visitor Center while operating under a continuing resolution. The possibilities for this 
funding included the reprogramming of current funds, loans from Architect of the Capitol 
projects, and use of limited available "no year" funds. While it may be possible to open the 
Capitol Visitor Center under these constrained circumstances, it is incumbent upon me to bring 
to your attention what this means in practical terms. 

The most critical area of impact would be our inability to staff the Visitor Center to the level 
required to adequately serve the millions of visitors and constituents who are expected to come 
to the Capitol. For many of these people, this is a once-in-a-lifetime experience! 

The Capitol Visitor Center is a complex operation that requires numerous properly-trained 
people to operate smoothly. With only limited funds, there will not be enough visitor assistants 
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to direct people to the new entrance to the Capitol; we will not have enough people to manage 
the visitor flow inside of the Visitor Center as visitor leave the Orientation Theatres and enter the 
Capitol Building; we will not have enough service staff to process sales quickly and efficiently in 
the gift shops; and we may not have enough technical staff to run our new equipment, all of 
which is designed to make the visitor experience run effortlessly. 

Visitation to the U.S. Capitol has increased in recent years - more and more families and student 
groups are visiting our hallowed halls. With the opening of the Visitor Center, we can expect 
visitation to increase by as much as 40 percent in the first year - this is typical for any new 
facility. The Capitol is already a '‘must see” stop for people who come to Washington - it will 
become even more so once we open our doors. A well-trained visitor services staff, along with 
fully-functioning systems and procedures, will ensure that as many people as possible will have 
an opportunity to not only enjoy the rich educational experience within the Visitor Center, but to 
experience the grandeur and dignity of the historic Capitol Building. 

Funding reductions would weaken the ability of the Visitor Center staff to fully interact with, and 
serve Members of Congress and visitors. For example, we would be challenged to support after- 
hours events sponsored by Members. Budget reductions might even interrupt our plans for 
displaying special artifacts related to Abraham Lincoln in conjunction with the nationwide 
celebration of the bicentennial of his birth. 

The Capitol Visitor Center was designed to maximize public access to the U.S. Capitol while 
enhancing the experience for the millions of people who come to walk its historic corridors. Its 
mission is to provide a welcoming, educational, safe, and comfortable environment for visitors to 
learn about the Congress, the legislative process, and the Capitol Building. Operating the Visitor 
Center without adequate funding will undercut these basic objectives. 

We only have one chance to make a first impression once we open the Visitor Center. I want to 
make sure that everyone’s first impression of the Capitol Visitor Center is first-rate. 
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At the last hearing, we also talked about transportation. Let me bring you up to date on where 
we are on that score. In June, we facilitated a meeting among the House and Senate Sergeants at 
Arms, the U.S. Capitol Police, and several transportation consultants. We discussed a number of 
shuttle options that would assist people who arrive at the West Front of the Capitol in getting to 
the Capitol Visitor Center on the East Front. 

During the peak tourist season, 60 percent of visitors arrive at the Capitol by charter bus, which 
means that they are dropped off at the West Front. Twenty-five percent of visitors walk to the 
Capitol from other sites on the National Mall, so they, too, would arrive at the Capitol via the 
West Front. 

One option is a tram that would make a looping route on the surface streets that surround the 
Capitol, including Constitution and Independence Avenues and First Street. Another option is a 
smaller vehicle, similar to the shuttle that the Guide Service uses now, which would travel on the 
paths within the green bollards encircling the Capitol grounds. The option we’ve looked into in 
this category could run on either gas or electricity, so we have the potential for energy efficiency, 
as we have now with the current shuttles. 

In conversations with officials at the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) over the 
past year, we’ve learned that it would cost approximately $3.5 million for the Capitol Visitor 
Center to procure and run its own fleet of buses that would run routes from Union Station and 
possibly around the Capitol Building. The cost to lease buses would be around $1.5 million. We 
could get more detailed information and a formal proposal from DDOT, if the members of the 
Subcommittee make that request. 

Our consultants are preparing information that includes the pros and cons of each option 
including costs, logistics, manpower needs, fueling, storage, life-cycle projections, and other 
considerations such as benches for the shuttle stops and signage. No option comes without a 
price tag, however. 
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As you know, construction of the Visitor Center, as well as security concerns after September 1 1 , 
200 1 , necessitated that large tour buses drop off passengers on the West Front of the Capitol. As 
a result, a solution was developed to assist mobility-impaired visitors to get up the hill. 
Currently, a fleet of five shuttles, operated by the Guide Service, provides assistance to visitors 
to the Capitol who have mobility difficulties. At the present time, two shuttles run continuously 
between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. Any wheelchair can fit into one of these shuttles without the 
occupant vacating the chair. In addition, alt of the shuttles are specially designed with built-in 
ramp access. An apparatus to secure the chair and occupant is required and has been installed. 

The Guide Service can accommodate wheelchair users from any point of origin within the green 
bollards. Generally, visitors in wheelchairs are dropped off curbside from wheelchair-accessible 
vehicles on First Street, S.W. From there they go to the Visitor Kiosk and request assistance to 
the South Visitor Facility. According to the Guide Service, these five shuttles are ready to be 
replaced; however, funds for replacement have not been included FY 2008 or FY 2009 budget 
requests. Nevertheless, maintaining the current system is an option for managing the situation 
for the near-term. 

Until a new transportation plan is reviewed by the U.S. Capitol Police Board, is vetted and 
approved, our immediate task is to provide visitors with clear and concise information about how 
they can approach the Capitol Visitor Center and the historic Capitol Building. 

Every month brings us closer to the opening of the Visitor Center - as we get closer to that 
opening date, a lot needs to be accomplished. I need to make certain that our gift shops, our 
restaurant, and our exhibition space are properly organized and equipped, and that our guides and 
visitor assistants are trained and confident in the new space. 

Guides and visitor assistants will receive in-depth training in conducting tours of the historic 
Capitol Building and the Visitor Center. We plan to conduct training for Members and staff as 
well. The staff will be trained in giving tours, as well as booking them through the Advance 
Reservation System. We will, of course, have extensive building orientation for Members and 
staff. 
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Our Exhibits and Education Department has begun a 90-day test of environmental readings in the 
Exhibition Hall - the Smithsonian's National Museum of American History won’t loan artifacts 
until we’ve had 90 days of stable readings in the Hall. Once we’ve had the 90 days of stable 
readings, we can begin the process of receiving, processing, and installing the artifacts we’re 
borrowing. Additionally, we have begun similar measurements in our exhibit cases which need 
60 days of stable readings before artifacts can be installed in the cases. Most importantly, after 
the exhibits and artifacts are installed, our Exhibition Hall explainers, who will come from our 
pool of trained visitor assistants, will need to be trained in the Hall so that they can help others. 

Our gift shop managers are on board but we still need to interview, hire, and train the sales 
people who will work in the shops. We want to make sure that they have retail experience 
related to the subject matter they’ll be selling. 

As we all know, the installation of any IT system is complex. The Visitor Center, which has IT 
needs throughout every facet of the building, is no exception. IT infrastructure redundancy is 
vital to data communication among ail implemented Visitor Center systems. Without this 
required capability, we would jeopardize the reliability of all our systems - from digital signage 
to the Advance Reservation System, to the cash registers in the gift shops and the restaurant. 

Before opening to the public, our 530-seat restaurant needs adequate preparation time to mitigate 
risks that are inherent with any start-up of a food service operation. Menus need testing and 
approval; restaurant employees need to be interviewed, hired and trained; all of the equipment 
needs to be checked and re-checked, and we need to determine food ordering levels and 
storeroom receiving procedures. 

We are planning a period of what we call “test and adjust” where all aspects of the facility are 
tested using diverse groups of people who can provide feedback to our staff on all phases of the 
visitor experience. This includes visitor flow and circulation, staff procedures, and facilities and 
amenities functioning - from the restaurant to the restrooms - to ensure optimal operation 
performance upon opening to the general public. 
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As you can see, the Capitol Visitor Center is a multifaceted operation that depends on people - 
trained people - and that brings me back to my first point. Our plan was to have on board more 
than 100 visitor assistants by September 15 who would join approximately 60 guides, and an 
administrative and executive staff of about 100. With only limited funds, we will not be able to 
accomplish the mission we were given by Congress to better manage visitor flow and to provide 
visitors with improved amenities, enhanced safety, and an overall improved experience at the 
Capitol, resulting in a better understanding of the Legislative Branch of our Federal government. 

Madam Chair, as I have noted at prior hearings, we have much to do and not much time to do it 
in. We look forward to the final passage of the legislation that establishes our Visitor Services 
organization which provides for the management and administration of the Capitol Visitor 
Center. 

Thank you, again, for this opportunity to update the Subcommittee on our activities, and thank 
you for your continued support and interest. 1 am happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Chief Morse. 

Opening Statement — Chief Morse 

Chief Morse. Good evening, Madam Chair, Congressman 
Latham, members of the committee. 

The U.S. Capitol Police continues to work closely with the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol, the Capitol Police Board, and other stakeholders 
on the final steps to prepare the Capitol Visitor Center for occu- 
pancy and operation. Based upon the proposed concept of oper- 
ations, the Department has developed operational, emergency re- 
sponse, and evacuation plans for our role in supporting this effort. 
We are prepared to evolve these plans to meet changes in the CVC 
concept of operations. 

The plans have several objectives. One is to move guests and 
visitors as quickly as possible through our screening process; to 
provide an immediate and appropriate response to any event which 
may occur within the facility; to provide maximum support, protec- 
tion, and response for Members and their staffs while they are con- 
ducting business and meeting with constituents within the Visitor 
Center; and to use state-of-the-art technology and practices to 
maximize through-put of visitors, and efficiently utilize police staff- 
ing for proper security and law enforcement coverage within the 
CVC. 


emergency preparedness training 

Additionally, the Department is conducting initial training on 
emergency procedures and evacuation plans for the CVC. We be- 
lieve that the overall sworn training program provided to the Cap- 
itol Police sworn personnel addresses crowd control under various 
operational situations. We also believe that this training and its 
operational application provide our personnel with the resources 
necessary to address increased pedestrian traffic resulting from the 
operation of the CVC. 

enforcement operations training 

We are finalizing a CVC law enforcement operations training 
plan, which will allow the sworn personnel assigned to the CVC to 
familiarize themselves with the many facets of the facility, as well 
as the expanded uses for the CVC itself, so they may provide the 
same professional law enforcement capabilities realized in other 
buildings within the Capitol Complex. 

I have submitted written testimony for the record, and at this 
time I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Chief Morse. 

[Chief Morse’s prepared statement follows:] 
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UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE 

OFFICE OFTHE CHIEF 
119 0 STREET, NE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-7218 

Statement of Phillip D. Morse, Sr., 

Chief of Police, United States Capitol Police 

Before the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, 
Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 

July 8, 2008 


Madam Chair, Congressman Latham and Members of the Subcommittee, I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to provide a brief update on the United 
States Capitol Police role in securing the Capitol Visitor Center. 


The USCP continues to work closely with the Architect of the Capitol (AOC) and our 
other stakeholders on final steps to prepare the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) for occupancy and 
operation. With the opening of the CVC in November 2008, we will welcome large numbers of 
guests and visitors to the Capitol to witness firsthand the legislative process of our government. 
This new facility will efficiently process high volumes of guests and visitors and bring them into 
a safe, controlled and monitored environment as quickly as possible, while maintaining the 
highest level of security and protection. 


I would like to thank the Committee for its commitment to providing the Department 
with the necessary staffing resources to meet the concept of operations under consideration. 
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Based on the proposed concept of operations, the Department has developed operational, 
emergency response and evacuation plans for our role in supporting this effort. We are prepared 
to evolve these plans to meet changes in the CVC concept of operation. These plans have several 
primary objectives: 

> To move guests and visitors as quickly as possible through our screening process, so we 
can welcome them into a safe and secured facility; 

> To provide an immediate and appropriate response to any event which may occur within 
the facility; 

> To provide the maximum support, protection and response for Members and their staff 
while they are conducting business and meeting with constituents within the Capitol 
Visitor Center, and; 

> To use state-of-the-art security technology and practices to maximize throughput of 
visitors and efficiently utilize police staffing for proper security and law enforcement 
coverage within the CVC. 

Additionally, the Department is conducting initial training on emergency procedures and 
evacuation plans for the CVC. We believe that the overall sworn training program provided to 
USCP sworn personnel addresses crowd control under various operational situations. We also 
believe that this training and its operational application provide our personnel with the resources 
necessary to address increased pedestrian traffic resulting from the operation of the CVC. We 
are finalizing a CVC law enforcement operations training plan, which will allow the sworn 
personnel assigned to the CVC to familiarize themselves with the many facets of the facility , as 
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well as the expanded uses for the CVC itself, so they may provide the same level of professional 
law enforcement capabilities realized in the other buildings within the Capitol Complex. 

As you may know, we have systems in place to allow for the reassignment of resources 
and personnel to meet critical operational and situational needs throughout the Capitol Complex. 
Therefore, we believe that we have the capability to move personnel in a timely manner to 
address surges in pedestrian flow, as well as other events, while maintaining the security of the 
Capitol Complex. As with any operational situation, we will continue to monitor and evaluate 
the mission needs based on the evolution of the CVC project. 

Based on historical data, tourists to the Nation’s Capitol do not typically drive to their 
destinations. Therefore, we would anticipate the same flow of vehicular traffic that is currently 
present. Within the current operational context, the Department currently supports large charter 
buses dropping off visitors to the Capitol on First Street NW/SW along the West Front. 

The Department is continuing its work with the AOC and the District’s Department of 
Transportation to examine bus routes on the Capitol Complex, as well as the most efficient 
methods for transporting visitors, while maintaining our operational security plans for the 
Complex. We have developed two concepts of operation that will allow for security screening of 
buses. We are currently reviewing the logistical, equipment and staffing requirements associated 
with each plan. Based on the outcome of this review, we plan to advise our congressional 
stakeholders of resource requirements necessary to meet the evolving CVC concept of operation. 
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As for the impacts on office buildings and other buildings on the Capitol Complex 
resulting from additional pedestrian traffic associated with the CVC, we do not anticipate an 
increase in personnel needs for this purpose at this time. Based on the physical constraints on 
the pedestrian flow through the building entrances and available equipment, we do not believe 
that the flow of pedestrian traffic through the entrances would increase with the addition of 
personnel at these screening locations. 

As we have previously provided in our testimony on this subject, the Department believes 
that the main entrances of the Capitol Visitor Center remain the optimum entry point for visitors 
to the CVC and the Capitol. Our planning assumptions have consistently relied upon the state- 
of-the-art CVC entrance configuration to process large numbers of visitors in a more efficient 
manner, so that we can sustain the high security standards currently maintained throughout the 
Capitol Complex. With the anticipated influx of visitors, we are mindful of the need to closely 
monitor and regulate the number of visitors in the Capitol and the CVC at any given time, so that 
we may ensure that an evacuation of these structures can be accomplished in a safe and timely 
manner. 

Currently there are three primary points of entry for tour groups to enter the Capitol. The 
primary entry location for public tours is the Upper West Terrace Door of the Capitol. This is a 
temporary entry point that has been used while the CVC has been under construction. The two 
entry points for staff-led tours are through either the Cannon House Office Building or Russell 
Senate Office Building tunnels into the Capitol. 

Understanding the concerns raised regarding the ability of Members to maintain staff led 
tours for their constituencies, the Department is continuing to work with the Congress on this 


4 



282 


matter. As noted in our FY 2009 budget request, we have requested an additional 10 sworn FTE 
to provide for the continuation of tours through the tunnels to the Capitol. 

The Department understands that the concept of operation for the CVC has not been 
finalized and further adjustments may be made to ensure that the facility provides for the needs 
of visitors to the Capitol Complex, while serving as a working building in which the Congress 
may conduct its business. We remain committed to working with the Congress and the AoC on 
these efforts. 

As I mentioned earlier, we are grateful for the support of the Congress in authorizing 21 
sworn FTE in FY 2008 to meet the concept of operation requirements identified at the time of 
our budget submission. A major factor in the Department’s planning effort is our ability to hire 
and train the additional sworn staff we believe would be necessary to secure the CVC. Even 
with authorization for the additional 10 sworn FTE necessary for tunnel security and the 
necessary funding to support these 31 FTE in FY 2009, the Department will not have the 
opportunity to train these sworn officers in the time remaining prior to the opening of the CVC in 
November 2008. 

Therefore, the Department has developed its operational plans for the opening of the 
CVC around the utilization of overtime funding until such time as the authorized FTEs are hired, 
trained and deployed. These requirements were recently updated to reflect our current overtime 
requirements for CVC operations and have been submitted for your consideration. As I have 
mentioned in previous testimony, I believe this should be a short-term solution as I am mindful 
of the adverse effects of long shifts and extensive overtime on personnel. This overtime-funding 
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requirement is reflected in the Department’s FY 2009 budget request and we appreciate the 
Committee’s willingness to consider this requirement as a part of the overall budget. 

In closing, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Committee 
today. The Department remains committed to continuing the highest-level of security and 
service provided to the Congress and the visitors to the Capitol Complex. With your continued 
support and that of the Congress, the Department will be able to provide the operational 
mechanisms needed to meet the security requirements resulting from the final concept of 
operations for the CVC. 

I will be glad to answer any questions you may have at this time. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Eveleth. 

Opening Statement — Peter Eveleth 

Mr. Eveleth. Good evening, Madam Chair, Mr. Latham, and 
members of the subcommittee. I am pleased to be here to report on 
the actions taken by the Office of Compliance to ensure that when 
the Capitol Visitor Center opens it will be safe, as well as fully ac- 
cessible to individuals with disabilities. 

CVC PRE-INSPECTION PROCESS 

There are two points I would like to emphasize. First, since we 
began our preinspections in February, we have worked very closely 
with the CVC construction management to assure that health and 
safety hazards and barriers to accessibility are identified and 
promptly corrected so that this grand facility can be opened fully 
compliant and on schedule. In coming weeks, after the Architect 
has implemented corrective measures to fix the hazards that we 
have identified, our inspectors will confirm that they are fully and 
properly abated. 

The final phase of our inspections will begin in August, once the 
CVC staff and contractors have moved into the facility. This phase 
will involve operational aspects of the CVC such as emergency ac- 
tion plans, training on fire safety devices, and so forth. We antici- 
pate that this inspection will be completed in October. From the as- 
surances we have received from the AOC, we expect that the haz- 
ards identified to date will be timely abated; accordingly, they 
should not delay the opening of the CVC. 

Second, I want to assure you that in conducting our inspections 
we have followed OSHA and other well-recognized national con- 
sensus safety standards, as well as equal access requirements of 
the ADA. These are the same standards that this office applies 
during its biennial inspections of all legislative branch facilities. 

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE AND THE AOC — WORKING RELATIONSHIP 

Throughout our preinspections we worked collaboratively with 
Bernie Ungar and others from the AOC in bringing this project to 
conclusion. Together, we have developed and carried out an agreed- 
upon inspection schedule, and on at least a dozen different occa- 
sions our inspectors have been in the CVC conducting a thorough 
wall-to-wall inspection. 

AOC and CVC officials and contractors accompanied our inspec- 
tors on their inspections. As the chart attached to my written testi- 
mony shows, our inspection has included, among other items, fire 
alarm testing protocols, stair handrails, wheelchair ramps, elec- 
trical devices, testing for radon, and various ADA requirements. 

As to the second point, our staff has been careful to limit inspec- 
tions to hazardous conditions that contravene recognized OSHA 
and ADA regulations. You will note from the chart that for each 
safety hazard found, the applicable safety standard is indicated. In 
nearly every instance, the AOC has agreed with our assessment. 

We do not nitpick. If we conclude that a condition does not vio- 
late the law, we do not require that it be fixed. That said, if during 
an inspection our inspectors should come across a condition that in 
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their experience is likely to become a hazard, we would be obliged 
to so advise the AOC and perhaps make appropriate recommenda- 
tions to obviate that potential danger. But once again, and I want 
to repeat, we would not require that these recommendations be 
adopted. 

As the chart also reflects, nearly every one of the 115 types of 
hazards identified has been or is slated to be abated by the AOC. 
I would stress that it is the responsibility, of course, of the Archi- 
tect to determine how a hazard identified by our office will be 
abated. It is our role to assure that whatever corrective measure 
the Architect selects, that measure must fully abate the hazard. 

UNRESOLVED PENDING ISSUES 

The few issues still to be resolved during this preinspection prin- 
cipally involve the accommodation of individuals with disabilities. 
Most pressing is the need to assure safe and prompt evacuation of 
such persons from the CVC in the event of an emergency. In con- 
sidering these issues, we have consulted with the AOC, the Fire 
Marshal, the Capitol Police, as well as the Department of Justice, 
and the Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance 
Board, who have provided us with useful advice. 

The resolution of emergency egress issues will likely depend in 
significant part on the emergency action plans currently being de- 
veloped by the CVC Emergency Preparedness team. We look for- 
ward to working together with the team and CVC management in 
reviewing those plans. Our office and the CVC management share 
a common objective, that of assuring that adequate measures to 
protect individuals with disabilities are in place and in advance of 
the scheduled opening of the CVC. 

PRE-INSPECTIONS — ONGOING 

In sum, our inspections are ongoing and on schedule. Nearly all 
hazards have been or are planned to be abated. Only a handful of 
issues require further discussion, and we are confident that our 
discussions will yield positive results as we go forward. 

I recently had the opportunity to tour the CVC again with our 
Board when our Board of Directors was in town. It is an extraor- 
dinary facility. As I report to you this evening, I am proud of the 
contributions that our office has been able to make toward achiev- 
ing our shared objective here, that the CVC be a safe and healthful 
facility, fully accessible to disabled individuals and one that is 
ready to open on time. 

In closing, I want to commend the AOC, especially Bernie Ungar 
and those working with him, for their extraordinary cooperation 
and efforts throughout this inspection. We look forward to continue 
to work closely with them until this process has successfully com- 
pleted. 

I am happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Eveleth. And by the 
way, congratulations on your reappointment by the OOC Board. 

Mr. Eveleth. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are doing fine work. 

[Mr. Eveleth’s prepared statement follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF PETER AMES EVELETH 
GENERAL COUNSEL, OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE 
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH, 

HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMMITTEE 
July 8, 2008 

Good morning. Madam Chair, Mr. Latham and Members of the Subcommittee. I am pleased to 
testify this morning about the Capitol Visitor Center and to report to you the actions taken by our 
Office to ensure that the CVC is a safe facility, is fully accessible to visitors and staff with 
disabilities, and can open on time. 

There are two points I would like to emphasize: 

First, since our Office began its pre-inspection of the CVC in February, we have worked closely 
with CVC management to assure that potential health and safety hazards to visitors and staff are 
identified and abated in order that the CVC can be opened to the public in November. Although 
we cannot begin the final phase of our inspection involving operational aspects of the facility 
until staff and contractors who will be servicing the CVC have moved in during August, we are 
confident that none of the hazards we have identified to date will delay that opening. 

Second, the standards we have followed in conducting our inspections are well recognized - 
OSHA standards and the OSH Act’s general duty clause, augmented by the National Fire 
Prevention Association’s Life Safety Code, the BOCA National Building Code, and other 
national consensus standards, and the Americans with Disabilities Act. These are the same 
standards that this office applies during its biennial inspections of other legislative branch 
facilities. 

On the first point, it’s important to keep in mind our statutory mandate: Under the Congressional 
Accountability Act, the Office of Compliance is charged with ensuring safe and healthful 
working conditions for employees in the CVC - including guides, Capitol Police and others. We 
are also required to assure visitors with disabilities full access to the CVC’s many features. The 
facility’s size, its underground nature, its location next to the iconic U.S. Capitol building - all 
contribute to the complexity and challenge of assuring the well-being of those who work and 
visit the CVC. 

Throughout our pre-inspections, we have worked collaboratively with the Architect, the Capitol 
Police and all those involved in this project to identify health and safety hazards. From the very 
beginning, we have coordinated closely with CVC officials, and since March, we have discussed 
in weekly conferences any and all issues that have arisen during the inspections. Our inspectors 
worked with Bemie Ungar and Doug Jacobs to develop a schedule for reviewing the facility in 
phases. So far our inspectors have been to the CVC on at least eleven separate occasions. This 
has been a thorough, wall to wall inspection. 

As the chart attached to my written testimony shows, it has covered, among other items, fire 
alarm testing protocols, fire door installations, hand rails, wheelchair ramps, electrical devices. 
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slip and trip hazards, emergency lighting, radon, Braille and exit signage, emergency egress, and 
Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. 

AOC officials and contractors accompany our inspectors on their walk-arounds; this prevents 
confusion and, in many instances, facilitates quick hazard abatement. To cite just one example, 
our inspectors identified incorrectly installed electrical devices that posed a hazard to CVC 
occupants; virtually all of these were abated in very short order. 

As to the second point, our staff is careful to identify to CVC and AOC staff only those hazards 
that contravene applicable regulations and Code provisions. The chart attached to my written 
statement cites the applicable standard for each hazard found during our inspections. We don’t 
nitpick: if a condition doesn’t violate the law, we don’t require abatement. 

With respect to the abatement of identified hazards, we work with CVC management to achieve 
practical, effective, and, as possible, cost effective solutions. For example, air handlers in the 
ventilation system had partially exposed rotating shafts, thus presenting a risk of injury to 
workers in the vicinity. OSHA standards require such shafts to be completely covered. Rather 
than fabricate totally new protective guards, CVC officials modified existing metal guards over 
the uncovered portions of the shafts - a practical and low-cost solution to the problem that our 
Office approved. (Illustrative photographs of various abatement actions are attached to my 
written statement.) 

Of the hazards we have found during these inspections, the vast majority have been, or are 
scheduled to be, abated. With but few exceptions, our AOC counterparts agree with our 
assessment that these hazards violate recognized safety standards and, therefore, must be abated. 
Finally, there are a couple of conditions that we both agree are recognized hazards, but we have 
not as yet settled upon the appropriate means for rectifying them. We fully expect to achieve 
mutually acceptable solutions to these matters in the near future. 

In summary, our inspection is ongoing; as abatement of the identified hazards is achieved, and 
operating systems are installed, we will continue to work with CVC officials to make sure the 
facility will be safe, healthful and accessible. Of the 115 types of hazards identified dining this 
phase of the inspection, nearly all have been or will soon be abated; only a handful of issues 
require further discussion. We continue to consult with the AOC, the Fire Marshal, the USCP, as 
well as outside consultants, as necessary, to resolve these matters, and we are confident that our 
discussions will yield positive results as we go forward. 

I had the opportunity again to tour the CVC last week, when our Board of Directors was in town. 
I can attest that it is an extraordinary facility. I’m proud of the contributions that our Office has 
made toward achieving our objective - the CVC will be safe, fully accessible to disabled 
individuals and open on time. In closing, I want to commend the AOC, and especially Bemie 
and Doug and all who worked with them, for their extraordinary cooperation throughout the 
inspection process. We look forward to continuing to work closely with them until this process 
has been completed. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

\\Comp2\data\COMP\USERS\SHARE_GC\CVCJune 27 2008 Heanng\PAE Statement for delivery doc 
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Office of Compliance CVC Pictures 


Hazard Exposed rotating shaft not compliant with 29 CFR 9 
!9|0 212(a)(1) 


Solution. Modified guard protects open 


Hazard: Protruding handrails create projection hazard not 


Solution Turn handrail end into the wall 


compliant with 29 CFR § 1910.23(e)(5)(i). 2000 NFP.A 101 
7.2. 2. 4. 5, ANSI/ AS SE A 3 264. 3 -2007 Section 5.8 and ASTM E 
985-00 Section. 4.3.2. 


Hazard < >ul!ets rue not protected with Ground Fault Circuit 
Interrupters, which are required in kitchens due to wet floors bv 
1999 M PA 70 F: Section 1 10-10 

Solution install low cost GFCf outlets in the kitchen and near all 


Hazard Telephones at staging areas arc locked, prohibit mg i 
Solution Change lock on cover into a knob or handle that is 
compliant with 28 CFR Part 36 Appendix A Section 4.27.4. 
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Office of Compliance CVC Pictures 


m. 

'15 

— 

\ iolation Ramp is loo steep tor individuals m wheelchairs and 
does not comply with 28 CTR Pan 36 Appendix A Section 4 8 2 
Solution: Regrade ramp equal to or less than 8.3% grade. 



Hazard Stairway with greater than 4 risers has no handrails, not 
complying with 29 CTR !• 19!0.23(dXt) 

Solution. Install handrails compliant with 29CFR § 1910.23(d)(1). 



i Hazard Door swings against direction of egress travel, which docs 
} not comply with 2000 NFPA 101 72 142 
| Solution; Rehang d oor to swing in the direction of egress travel. 



: Hazard Handrail protruding into open space in room 
| Solution End handrail at bottom riser and make compliant win 29 
{ CFR§ 1910.23(e)(5X0< 2000 NFPA 101 7.2.2.4.5, ANSJ/ASSE 
1 A 1264. 1 -2007 Sec tion 5.8 and ASTM E 985-00 Section 4.3.2.. 


C:\Doewmmts and Sntmgstdyonn(6Deskiap\OSice of Compliance CVCPieturas for June 27.doc 
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BUS TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I want to start my questions on the 
bus transportation plan, because I think there is a universal con- 
cern in this committee about what those plans are and a tremen- 
dous amount of angst that I know I have as far as the drop-off 
points, the distance that our constituents will have to walk, the un- 
certainty that still seems to exist, and your progress on the poten- 
tial alternative options. 

During the public witness hearing that we had, the tour associa- 
tion came and testified and made a suggestion to us about 
prescreening buses, dropping off luggage and other items that are 
in the belly of the buses at the hotels prior to coming to the CVC, 
which would speed screening once they get to a drop-off point. So 
I have a question for both you, Ms. Rouse, and you, Chief Morse. 

Ms. Rouse, I had a chance to meet with you in my office, and I 
know Mr. Latham did as well, to be briefed on the progress on the 
busing plan. There are three things I really want to focus on, be- 
cause I am concerned that we are all over the place when it comes 
to how we are going to proceed. 

drop-off points 

Right now, from the conversation that we had, my understanding 
is that the main drop-off point for the CVC visitor will be the West 
Front. Is that correct? 

Ms. Rouse. That is correct, yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. And that is the main drop-off 
point right now for the Capitol and you have some sort of rickety 
shuttles or golf carts that you use now to bring the disabled up and 
around to the East Front. Will the West Front, with the influx of 
additional visitors, be able to accommodate all the visitors as far 
as being a primary drop-off point? 

Also, how are you planning to use Union Station? Because before 
our conversation — I am not sure Mr. Latham was in the same 
place — I was left with a very different impression at the other 
hearing, when we spoke about the bus plan with you, on what your 
plans were for Union Station. Because it certainly sounded at that 
hearing like you were using Union Station as a primary drop-off 
point, and our conversation led me to believe that that is not the 
case. 

The other issue, the issue you alluded to in your remarks, is how 
you plan to deal with people who aren’t disabled that may have 
trouble getting up the hill, that are dropped off at the West Front. 

And then the distance between Union Station and the CVC. 

I just asked all my questions up front, and you can feel free to 
answer them all. 

Ms. Rouse. Jump right in, okay. 

We did — after we had our discussion last week, we went and did 
a little bit more homework on the golf carts that we currently have 
and getting proper equipment. And we were able to secure sort of 
an estimate that to get a golf cart that is not really a golf cart, but 
it is a vehicle that has the ability to accommodate wheelchairs and 
people who have some mobility 
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TRANSPORTATION DIFFERENTIATION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Golf cart is sort of an open-air kind 
of thing. Do you mean a tram? Do you mean like a shuttle? 

Ms. Rouse. In between the golf cart and the tram there is an- 
other vehicle that looks more like a golf cart, but is not quite a 
tram. It is still a plug-in and it is still electrical. 

So we were able to get an estimate for that that ranged from a 
basic model at $9,000 to about $17,000 for one that has, you know, 
a windshield and some way to protect people on the side 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How many people do those hold? 

Ms. Rouse. I think it is about 20 people per vehicle. We did 
know that typically we can run two to four of those during the 
course of a day, and that would meet the need. With increased at- 
tendance anticipated, if we had up to six of them, then the Visitor 
Assistants could run them as needed. 

Now, the way it typically works, we will hopefully have more Vis- 
itor Assistants on the grounds, if someone gets off the bus or some- 
one comes to the West Front and says, “I am not able to walk 
around the corner” and they are not in a wheelchair, we can accom- 
modate them. Having more vehicles will allow us to do that. 

As it is now, people who are mobility challenged are the ones 
who get first choice. We should be able to accommodate a few other 
people. Will we be able to accommodate large numbers? No. But we 
will be able to increase the number of people coming through. 

That was the result of that exercise. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. At the next hearing can you bring ex- 
amples, visual examples of the types of vehicles you are talking 
about? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, ma’am. 

The way we were going to use Union Station; what we discovered 
in our conversation was sort of a misunderstanding, shall we say. 
Union Station was a discussion piece that we were using because 
of our involvement with DDOT on how the whole community is 
going to respond to this influx of people coming to the Capitol Vis- 
itor Center. So we knew of the N22 bus, we knew of the Circulator 
bus, and we knew there was some interest on the part of some of 
the bus companies to use the docking ports at Union Station. So 
we put that forward as an option that we could describe to bus 
companies and to visitors that they could get off at Union Station 
and come down if they wanted to, or they could be dropped off at 
the West Front, go park at Union Station and then their various 
visitors would know where they are. 

We have since even had a further discussion. So if the bus com- 
panies wanted to use Union Station to park, and they wanted to 
have their guests come down on a bus, it would cost them 35 cents 
if they were already on Metro; if not, it is $1. It is an option that 
is there for them if they are going to do that, so it is not manda- 
tory. 

We are asking people to continue what they have been doing, to 
drop them off on the West Front. 

So that is that array of questions. I do not know if I caught them 
all. 
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VISITOR TRAFFIC FLOW 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time is very expired, but just the 
last piece of it was whether the West Front could handle the in- 
crease in visitors. 

Ms. Rouse. I believe from discussions with the Capitol Police 
just on a tentative level, I think it can manage the number of buses 
coming in and out. 

But I think what has happened today, in further conversations, 
I think we will be able to provide more information to our col- 
leagues with the Capitol Police to let them know how many buses 
are going to be arriving on a given day, because that information 
will be wrapped up into our Advance Reservation Systems. So they 
will pose questions to us, and we will report back to them and 
make sure that we are well coordinated on what we are antici- 
pating the bus flow to be into the West Front. 

Starting this month, we are actually testing with the Guide Serv- 
ice the Advance Reservation System, so we can begin to get an un- 
derstanding of how it is going to operate and begin to see which 
fields of information we will be able to grab and utilize for their 
purposes. It also may have shed some light on any security con- 
cerns that we might have as well. 

So I think it has engaged us in a more active conversation with 
the Capitol Police. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

I will come back to you, Chief Morse, on my next round. 

Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Madam Chair. I think we are both still 
frustrated somewhat. What we would like to see, obviously, is a 
system where we could get people up to the door and not have the 
total meltdown I think we are looking at. 

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE OPERATIONAL CONCEPTS — BUS SCREENING 

Chief, you noted in your statement you are continuing to work 
with the Architect and D.C. Transportation on efficient transport 
of people to the CVC. You also note that you developed two oper- 
ational concepts for screening buses, and you are reviewing your 
needs associated with those plans. 

Can you tell us today — if you have found an efficient way of 
screening the buses so that they could actually go up and drop the 
passengers on the east side? 

Chief Morse. We are currently working with — at the direction of 
the Capitol Police Board, along with the AOC — on four options that 
are inclusive of location and the type of screening required, the 
technology required, the FTE, and any costing associated with that, 
or risk or impact to the selected screening site. And we hope to 
have that prepared by July 21st for their review. 

Mr. Latham. July 

Chief Morse. July 21st for their review. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I think we need to note what comes out of 
that at the time also. 
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GOLF CARTS — VISITOR FACILITATION 

As far as the carts are concerned, it is still of great concern to 
me to think about people getting off down there, in big numbers, 
to be able to facilitate all those people. Ms. Rouse, are there any 
other options out there yet, or is what you gave us in our hearing, 
is that 

Ms. Rouse. I think the options that we gave you are the ones 
that we currently have. There are seven variations on that theme. 

Mr. Latham. Are you working with the Chief, at all, as far as 
different options? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes, we are working with him. They have sat with 
us through all of our hearings, actually. So we are all pretty much 
gathering the same type of information and bringing forth issues 
as they arise. 

Mr. Latham. With all the carts, where are you going to store 
those when they are in off-hours, and where are they going to be 
plugged in? Or is this going to look like a cart parking lot out here? 

Ms. Rouse. I will let Mr. Ayers take that one. 

Mr. Ayers. I think we would store those in one of the parking 
garages, either the Russell underground garage or the Rayburn 
parking garage. 

Mr. Latham. Your option of putting them on the street, how safe 
is that? Is that a major concern to the Chief in having open-air ve- 
hicles running around on the streets with the traffic? 

Chief Morse. The proposed routes that we have talked about are 
within the protected perimeter of the complex itself, and are not, 
I believe — the types of carts they are speaking to right now would 
not be vehicles that would be on the street. 

Mr. Latham. That is one option, though. 

Chief Morse. I believe that is an option — one of the options, yes. 

Mr. Latham. Twenty-six? 

WEST FRONT BUSING OPTION 

Mr. Ayers. For clarity, there is an option, I am not sure we have 
talked about it here today yet, but there is an option of unloading 
buses on the West Front, loading people into trams, and driving 
those trams around Capitol Square, which is First Street, up Con- 
stitution, back south on First Street on the east side, drop people 
off on the front of the Visitor Center entrance on the east side, and 
then back down Constitution and turn right on First Street and 
make that clockwise loop all day long traveling in that fashion. 

So that is one of the options that is on the table as well. 

[The information follows:] 
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Hearing on the Capitol Visitor Center 
July 8, 2008 at 7:00 PM 
U.S. Capitol, Room - H140 

Questions for the Record from 
The Honorable Barbara Lee, Vice Chair 
Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 


Transportation Plan 

Question. During discussion of the proposed transportation plan for the CVC, 
there was mention of the possibility of a tram that would run continuously around the 
perimeter of the Capitol square. 

Would it be possible for this tram to include Union Station in the route, because not all 
visitors to the CVC will be dropped off by tour buses at the West Front? 

Answer. It would be possible, but there are implications to be considered. First, 
these types of trams are generally used in tourist attraction parking lots or on-site. They 
are also low-speed, open, and are not designed to operate on public streets for more than 
short distances. Using them on busy streets could cause serious traffic congestion. 
Second, the Union Station route used by the Circulator and D.C. buses is lengthy. In 
order to be effective, the trams would need to pull additional trailing cars. This increases 
the traffic congestion potential and raises safety concerns. The only way to shorten the 
route would be to give the trams free access along First Street, N.E. This raises security 
issues as this street goes directly between the Russell and Dirksen Senate Office 
Buildings and is not open to the public. Third, serving all destinations with one route 
would increase cycle time to an unacceptable level. Additional trams would need to be 
added or there would need to be two distinct tram routes including one serving the West 
Front and a second serving Union Station. 

The East Front Transportation Action Committee is examining bus drop-off options, as 
well as the Circulator option and the viability of operating a tram. This committee 
includes representatives from the House Sergeant at Arms Office, Senate Sergeant at 
Arms Office, U.S. Capitol Police, Library of Congress, AOC Capitol Grounds Division, 
and the CVC. The committee is analyzing transportation options in terms of logistics, 
security, impact to traffic and the environment, and customer service. On security issues, 
the committee is working very closely with the U.S. Capitol Police. Note that, at this 
time, there are no funds appropriated to purchase or operate a tram. By the end of July, 
the committee will provide data that will assist stakeholders in making a decision 
regarding CVC transportation options. 
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Mr. Latham. Okay. I think that is it for now. Go ahead. Thanks. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Ruppersberger? He is gone. 

Mr. Honda. 

EMERGENCY PROCEDURES — ANTICIPATED LOGISTICS 

Mr. Honda. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

First of all, I have some questions that I have written out, and 
I want to transmit to your staff prior to the July 10th meeting re- 
garding July lOth’s theme of emergency procedures and everything 
else like that. I want to, in anticipation of that meeting, let you 
know that we will be sharing the questions to all of you; and hope- 
fully, there will be some responses on the July 10th meeting. 

I guess I just share the same sentiments as the other members. 
I guess one basic question, being new and everything with the 
whole issue of parking and traffic and the access of charter buses 
and other buses, storage of the shuttles or golf carts, whatever you 
want to call them, were all these issues anticipated a few years ago 
in the planning of CVC? It is just a question I have in my mind. 

Mr. Ayers. Well, certainly as the CVC was designed, it was origi- 
nally designed to drop people off on the East Front of the Capitol. 
So those transportation issues and trams were never on the table 
several years ago, because it was not an issue at that point. 

Mr. Honda. How was it not an issue? 

Mr. Ayers. It only became an issue when the Capitol Police 
Board directed that buses, unscreened buses not be allowed on 
Capitol Square. 

And that was implemented a year ago, Chief? 

Chief Morse. Yes, December, I believe. 

Mr. Ayers. Approximately a year ago. So since then 

Mr. Honda. And this project was initiated after 2001? Or was it 
prior to 2001? 

Mr. Ayers. It was prior to 2001. 

Mr. Honda. And so from 2001 to last year, it took all this time 
for this concern to come to surface? 

DEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION 

I guess the thing I am concerned most about is our cooperation 
between the different departments and agencies and that we do not 
compartmentalize ourselves so much that we are not, you know, 
working on the same things, same project in cooperation with each 
other so that we can, you know, anticipate that. 

It seems like one of the main functions of the Architect’s Office 
is to think of all these things and bring them all together. Not put- 
ting it on yourself, Mr. Ayers, but just in the process. Hopefully, 
the things we are doing today are incorporating that process or 
that cooperation so that we have — you know, we avoid a lot of 
these questions and have the responses, reports given to us in the 
context of, you know, working with each other and anticipating 
these kinds of situations. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank, Mr. Honda. 

Mr. LaHood. 
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VACATED STREETS AND BUS SCREENINGS 

Mr. LaHood. Given the fact that the street, or the street be- 
tween Russell and Dirksen is vacated, and the street that runs 
along the Library of Congress and Cannon is vacated, have you 
given any thought to vacating the rest of the street? Screening 
buses maybe between — having the buses pull between Russell and 
Dirksen, screen them there, and then have them pull up on a va- 
cated street, which would basically be in front of the Supreme 
Court, Library of Congress, drop people off there and then proceed 
on? 

Have you thought about the idea of vacating the rest of that 
street, using the vacated streets as screening, and then having the 
buses pull up and drop people off? 

Chief Morse. There are certain risks and impacts to allowing 
buses that close to the Capitol complex without them being 
screened. The recommendations that we are going to provide, the 
various four options, have consideration for the risks or impacts re- 
lated to the complex itself for allowing proximity with regards to 
any large vehicle, including buses. So the recommendations con- 
sider all the risks to the complex, the buildings, and other govern- 
ment buildings and neighborhoods around the complex itself. 

So we have considered all those factors in determining what is 
the best location to provide 

Mr. LaHood. Have you considered vacating the street in front of 
the Visitor Center? 

Chief Morse. For screening? 

Mr. LaHood. For anything. For dropping people off so that you 
could 

Chief Morse. Yes. 

Mr. LaHood [continuing]. A number of buses could pull up there, 
drop people off, and you could keep traffic moving. 

Chief Morse. Yes, absolutely. 

The original — I guess the original design, and as you can visually 
see, are large cut-out areas for vehicles and buses for both drop- 
off and pick-up on First Street on the west curbside. But since the 
restriction has taken place, then that is just left to be for any vehi- 
cles that are either screened or currently authorized to drop off and 
pick up. 


CLOSED SESSION REQUEST 

Mr. LaHood. Well, I will just put it this way. If cabs can come 
as close to the Capitol as they can in front of Longworth and Can- 
non and Rayburn — now I know a cab is not as big as a bus, but 
you could pack as much explosives, if that is what you are worried 
about, in a cab as you could in a bus, and there is no screening 
of those vehicles. 

Chief Morse. If I could have a closed session with you, I could 
present to you materials that would be able to answer your ques- 
tion. 

Mr. LaHood. I understand. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LaHood. Yes. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We have a closed session with the 
Chief on Thursday morning. So if you want to come prepared on 
Thursday morning to answer those kinds of questions as well. I 
know that session is 

Mr. LaHood. The truth is — the truth is that you really have not 
figured out a very good plan for people to get into the Visitor Cen- 
ter. Is that accurate? 

Whoever wants to answer it. 

Mr. Ayers. I am happy to do that. 

I think the plan that we have developed is the best with what 
we have before us. The best plan, of course, is to drop them off 
right at the front door. 

Mr. LaHood. That goes to my point about vacating the street 
and figuring out a way to screen the buses — maybe screen them 
down below if you can’t screen them on top — vacate the street and 
drop them off there. You would not have to have any carts for 
handicapped people. They could get off of the bus and walk into the 
entrance. 

Look it, this is a patchwork plan that simply is not going to 
work. There is nobody at this dais that believes that what you have 
done — and look it, I am not being — but this is a patchwork of an 
old system, old vehicles, old way of doing things. 

VISITOR TRAFFIC — ALTERNATIVE CREATIVE SOLUTIONS 

Now we have a new Visitor Center, $700 million. You need to fig- 
ure out a new way, a different way, a creative way of dropping peo- 
ple off rather than trying to patchwork a whole bunch of things to- 
gether. There is nobody here that believes that this is going to 
work. I am not even sure you believe it, because it is not finalized, 
number one. And it is a patchwork of some old means of transpor- 
tation and, you know, trying to come up with some different ideas. 

You know, it is going to be mass chaos. It is. And I just think 
you need to have a much better plan. 

Let me just ask one other question, Chief; and that is, if you had 
to vacate the Visitor Center because of an emergency, what mecha- 
nisms are in place to do that? Say you have several hundred people 
there, including Members of Congress and visitors, what is going 
to happen if you need to evacuate immediately the way that you 
have needed to evacuate Longworth or Cannon or the Capitol? 

Chief Morse. It certainly depends on the situation. 

Mr. LaHood. I will give you an example. 

Chief Morse. Okay. 

ANNUNCIATOR NOTIFICATIONS 

Mr. LaHood. When the annunciators go off in our offices and 
people are streaming out of the Longworth Building, everyone as- 
sumes there is some kind of an emergency. If that same situation 
occurred at the Visitor Center, how would people begin to stream 
out and how would they know that they needed to get out of the 
Visitor Center? 

Chief Morse. Well, if the evacuation is ordered, then, in fact, you 
would hear the alarm sounding and the lights flashing, and the 
building would be evacuated through the various exit points. And 
they would be evacuated within the secure perimeter to designated 
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assembly areas. With the pre-alarm system that we have in the 
Capitol Visitor Center as well as the Capitol, it gives us the oppor- 
tunity to assess a threat first before we were to evacuate people out 
into an unknown threat. 

So we also have plans to be able to lock down, defend the build- 
ing or the complex, as well as shelter in place. So we have plans 
for all those various situations, and we planned accordingly, with 
the fire system itself, in order to ensure the safety of the people 
in the complex as well as outside. 

CVC EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

Mr. LaHood. One of the reasons, if I have more time here — one 
of the reasons that the evacuation system works, at least in the of- 
fice buildings, is because people in these offices have been trained, 
they know where to go, they know the designated areas where they 
are to go. There is an annunciator that tells them to get out. 

And what I want to know is, how are common, ordinary citizens 
who come to visit the Capitol to have any idea where to go, where 
to gather, where to congregate? And are there annunciators that 
will announce to people that they need to get out of the building? 

Chief Morse. First, it is the same protocol that we have in the 
office buildings and the Capitol Building that would be used to 
make notification to the people inside, as well as direction of the 
police officers and the staff who works there that we are preparing 
to train. So with the assistance of staff, as well as police officers, 
the current technology, the protocols that we have in place that 
have worked for so long, we feel that we have a good plan for evac- 
uation of the building in the same manner that we do other build- 
ings currently on the Capitol complex. 

Ms. Rouse. I would like to add that training in emergency pre- 
paredness is a key factor of what we are doing with all the CVC 
staff on our ability to deal with our visitors in our space, as well 
as anyone who might have been on the House side or the Senate 
side of the expansion. It is ongoing training; it is constantly rein- 
forced training. In addition, we will begin doing drills, actually, as 
we go into the temporary certificate and permanent certificate of 
occupancy periods to start this whole process. 

So it is a key interest and concern of ours that everyone is con- 
stantly trained, and that we are able to have people respond, which 
includes not only people doing the staff-led tours; that part of their 
training with us will be how to respond under emergency prepared- 
ness. If it is some time to listen to the Capitol Police officer or to 
listen to the Visitor Assistant or to listen to the guide, that is going 
to be a key part of our reinforcement. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
Thank you. 

Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you, Madam Chair. Good evening. 

TRANSPORTATION FEES 

Let me ask you, Ms. Rouse, for an update on the transportation 
plan as it relates to charging any type of cost to visitors and how 
that is sort of evolving. I know you have several options that you 
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are considering. And I would just like to know where we are on 
that. 

Ms. Rouse. We did get a little update from the Department of 
Transportation. For someone who might be coming via the Metro 
or via the bus, they will be able to transfer to the Circulator bus 
next year for 35 cents. So if a family comes and they have used 
their pass, it only would cost them 35 cents to transfer onto the 
Circulator. If they are coming from Union Station and if that is an 
option they would like to have. 

If they are coming on a bus, they can get off actually very near 
the front of the CVC. If they are coming from Capitol South, they 
are just coming up two blocks. 

So we did go back to DDOT and got that sort of suggestion. We 
have also planted the suggestion for the bus operators that if they 
were using Union Station that they could provide some sort of pass 
for their visitors, for their clients, who happen to be getting off 
there if they took that option so they would not have to pay any- 
thing at all if they took that. 

But DDOT’s clarifying on the 35 cents really made a big dif- 
ference. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Bo n ner. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you, Madam Chair. I apologize that I had 
another meeting that I had to attend. And by coming in late, it 
seems to me that the focus of this is on transportation. 

Is that the only topic that we are limited to? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No, you are not limited at all. This is 
a CVC oversight hearing. 

CVC WELCOME — HISTORICAL DOCUMENTS 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. Well, first of all, I want to apologize because 
I have not had a chance to brief the chairwoman or my ranking 
member about this question. So I am not trying to catch anyone off 
guard, but I would like to focus with our Architect here, since we 
are anticipating an opening of the CVC before long. 

I was struck a few days ago, when our Nation celebrated our 4th 
of July, around the country many new American citizens took the 
oath of office and proudly proclaimed their joy at finally becoming 
American citizens after many long years along that pathway. And 
in most, if not all, of those ceremonies there was also a very solemn 
moment where these new citizens said the Pledge of Allegiance. 

And so I was wondering, if you could tell me — if you could switch 
gears from transportation, because I wholeheartedly agree with the 
chairwoman on her efforts to make entrance into the new CVC as 
accessible as possible; but could you tell me if there is going to be 
an opportunity for the Pledge of Allegiance, the Declaration of 
Independence, the words, In God We Trust, things that represent 
the very essence of what these newfound citizens have just worked 
so hard to become and many are excited about now that they are 
citizens, is that going to be part of the welcome as they come into 
the building? 

Mr. Ayers. Well, certainly many of those things you mentioned, 
Congressman, are in the Exhibition Hall. For example, the Pledge 
of Allegiance in the epilogue section, which is the final section of 
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the Wall of Aspirations in the contemporary section, there we show 
an exhibit of the original Congressional Record, as well as the Con- 
gressional Record for the opening day of that particular Congress. 

The Congressional Record will be opened to the opening day of 
the 110th Congress, where the opening prayer of the session is 
said, as well as the Pledge of Allegiance is said. So it is there as 
part of that exhibit, certainly (the Pledge of Allegiance). 

In terms of the Declaration of Independence, we do have a litho- 
graph of the Declaration of Independence. In fact, there are two 
copies of that in Statuary Hall now. We have a copy just like the 
ones you will see in Statuary Hall in one of the exhibits on the 
Wall of Aspirations as well. 

Mr. Bonner. What size would they be? 

Mr. Ayers. 18 by 30 according to our expert staff. 

Mr. Bonner. What about the words, In God We Trust? Because 
they are in the House Chamber where the Speaker presides, they 
are in the Senate Chamber. But unless you have passes, once you 
get into the Capitol to see that, those are the only two places that 
I am aware of with the motto, In God We Trust. Is that going to 
be embossed anywhere in the wall as you enter the CVC? 

Mr. Ayers. I am not aware that it is embossed anywhere or part 
of a specific exhibit. But certainly if you look at the orientation 
film, as well as many of the exhibits themselves, or the House and 
Senate virtual theaters, which feature those specific bodies, there 
are camera shots and views of the Chamber, so certainly you will 
see those words above the Speaker’s rostrum throughout the ex- 
hibit somewhere. But I am not aware of a specific focus of that. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, with your permission, Madam Chair, I would 
like to work with you and the ranking member and see if it would 
be appropriate to at a different time ask some additional questions 
to see if that is possible for — I think most Americans would think 
it would be fundamental that the Declaration of Independence, for 
instance, be — I mean we have got the Magna Carta in the rotunda, 
but we do not really have a prominent display, unless you go to the 
National Archives, of the Declaration or the Constitution, that I am 
aware of, in the Capitol; and I think those are pretty fundamental 
documents. 

But could I reserve the right to get with you at a later time and 
see if we could agree on some type of instruction to the Architect? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would be more than happy to talk 
to you about it with the caution I have a fundamental belief that 
we are not museum curators, we are Members of Congress, and I 
am very hesitant to go down the road of dictating what should or 
should not be displayed in a facility of this type. 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But I would be happy to talk with you 
about it. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you. 

constituent busing concerns 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

I guess we have come back to me. Okay, good. I really am in full 
agreement with — and I think I can comfortably speak for Mr. 
Latham, as well — patchwork, wax, spit, and tape. I mean, those are 
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the things that come to mind when I hear the plans, if you can 
even describe them as plans, for the busing of constituents to the 
CVC; and I am really uncomfortable with the direction that this 
has gone. 

Let me just boil it down. We have the West Front as the primary 
drop-off, a potential for the East Front with an examination of that 
possibility as far as prescreening buses. 

We have Union Station which, while not a primary drop-off 
point, could be used to park buses, but could also be used to drop 
people off, and they can take a Circulator bus, which they will 
probably get charged something for, but we have not confirmed 
what they would be charged exactly. Or they would be walking a 
pretty good distance from Union Station to the entrance to the 
CVC, and we have shuttles for people who might have difficulty all 
the way from the disabled young children or frail elderly that 
might have trouble getting up the hill and around from the West 
Front. 

That is just too complicated, too confusing, and too much poten- 
tial for chaos. 

And so we have some homework for you, Chief, that I will de- 
scribe later. And it sounds like, most of it, you are already working 
on anyway. 

I wish it were funny. It is like this whole thing is really getting 
comical to the point of sadness. 

SCREENING ALTERNATIVES 

Why can’t we prescreen the buses — have them drop off their lug- 
gage and other things that are in the belly of the bus and 
prescreen them and let them drop off at the East Front? I know 
you do not want them dropped off at the entrance with stuff in 
them, and I can completely understand that. 

But where are we on that possibility? 

Chief Morse. If the direction is to screen buses or large — you 
know, large vehicles that may have business at the CVC, then we 
are preparing a plan to present to the Capitol Police Board that 
would provide them options to do that and that would have to be 
a decision 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right. 

Chief Morse. Made on that issue. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Let me ask you a question. I under- 
stand you will implement whatever it is that you are directed to 
implement. But could you reach a comfort level to where your rec- 
ommendation would change? Right now you have recommended 
that we shouldn’t drop off at the entrance to the CVC for safety 
reasons. But do you think there is a plan that could be developed 
that would give you a comfort level without being directed? 

Chief Morse. My comfort level is only with large vehicles that 
are unscreened. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Discomfort. 

Chief Morse. Yes. I want vehicles of that size to be screened be- 
fore they come in close proximity to the complex itself. 
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SCREENING AND SECURITY OBSTACLES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And what are the obstacles in the 
path of prescreening buses so that we can get you to that comfort 
level? 

Chief Morse. Well, there are security — some security obstacles 
and then there are logistical obstacles that I don’t have as much 
to do with the logistics of it as I do the security part of it. With 
security, we have to obviously find a location that is optimum for 
us and the safety of people and other buildings in the area to do 
a screening process. And then the second obstacle, which is easily 
overcome, is acquiring the assets and resources to do that. So when 
it comes to safety 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do you have a general estimate on 
how much you think it would cost to implement that type of secu- 
rity screening? 

Chief Morse. I will July 21st. 

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE INSPECTIONS AND OPEN ISSUES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I knew you were going to say that. 
Okay. That is fine. In my remaining second, I want to go past the 
transportation issue. The issue of OOC inspections, although it has 
not been a major complaint, Mr. Eveleth, our reason for having you 
here today is there has been the concern expressed by the AOC, 
confirmed by GAO, that there are items that OOC in your inspec- 
tion process are asking the AOC to accomplish in the CVC that are 
not required by code or by ordinance or by law and that essen- 
tially — I know you defended yourself in your statement and said 
you are not nitpicking, but I think essentially boiled down to, in 
their estimation, nitpicking, and that added up together cumula- 
tively could cause a slowdown of the process. I realize that those 
last 6 items that were remaining have now been resolved. Those 
were code or legal requirements, but where are we in terms of the 
number of issues that are raised by the OOC that amount to it was 
your term, that amount to nitpicking, but that are not required? 
Maybe that is not a question for Mr. Eveleth. Maybe that is for 
you, Mr. Ungar. 

Mr. Ungar. Madam Chair, right now, at least from our perspec- 
tive — I think Mr. Eveleth agrees with this — we don’t have any open 
issues with respect to the specific inspection items that are on the 
chart that accompany Mr. Eveleth’s testimony. The open issues 
that we do have really relate to the completion of the evacuation 
plan that would be used in the event of emergency, particularly 
mobility impaired individuals. The Office of Compliance is con- 
cerned or interested to make sure that we have adequate capability 
in the facility to handle that. Since the plan is not complete yet, 
we don’t know exactly all the details on what is going to be re- 
quired. So there is an open item that once this plan is completed, 
there will probably be some construction-related changes that we 
will be needing to make. Of course the Office of Compliance will 
want us to make those. But at this point, we don’t know exactly 
what they are going to be, so it is an open item. 
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OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE RECOMMENDATIONS VS. REQUIREMENTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Dorn, you raised an issue at the 
last hearing. Can you describe what you meant and whether you 
think that issue has been addressed? 

Mr. Dorn. My understanding from talking to Mr. Ungar is the 
issue that I was describing at the last hearing has been addressed, 
and I noted that in my statement this evening. The specific ones 
that were brought up to me had to do with handrails and stairwells 
and things like that, and my understanding is that they worked 
that out. Mr. Eveleth and I have had a long conversation about 
that. My understanding from talking to him is his inspectors 
thought they were making recommendations or suggestions, but 
they were taken as requirements. And that is just a caution that 
we discussed, and I think it is all worked out at this point. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

PENDING OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr. Eveleth. If I may. As the chart indicates, it is submitted 
with my testimony and this is agreed to by the Architect of the 
Capitol, there are only two or three items at most that are consid- 
ered to be recommendations by our office. And as I said during my 
testimony, there will be situations that will arise where we see a 
potential problem arising and we — in that case, it had to do with 
a hole in the floor where there was a sump pump and how do you 
get down to the sump pump, we have to take a ladder. The concern 
was if there is water down there and you are using a metal ladder 
and you hit the sump pump, you could have an electrical hazard. 
That area had flooded in the past. So they were foreseeing the pos- 
sibility, although there wasn’t a hazard at that moment, but if you 
manage to affix the ladder to the side of the wall, you wouldn’t be 
jamming a motor and cause that kind of a problem. So that was 
more of a suggestion and the AOC said that is a good suggestion. 
So it was that kind of issue that we were talking about. 

The issues that are being talked about here having to do with 
accessibility and egress are most serious questions and they are — 
and the AOC recognizes that — the issues involving the ability of 
disabled — people with disabilities to exit the facility in the event of 
a hazard, are indeed hazards. So the question is how do you resolve 
those particular hazards. So I think this has sort of grown out of 
proportion in fact when you — when you sit down and they question 
these few things. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, that is why we have oversight 
hearings, because it rose to enough of a proportion that it was 
raised by both the Architect and the GAO in the CVC oversight 
hearing. So it led me to believe that we needed to bring you here 
so you could talk about it and it clearly led to a resolution of the 
problem. 

Mr. Eveleth. I clearly agree it is certainly a legitimate question 
of inquiry, area of inquiry. And I just wanted to make clear of the 
100 and some type of hazards that we found, there were very few 
that were ever in dispute in terms of whether they constituted a 
hazard or not. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I think our only concern, Mr. Eveleth, 
is that we not have issues raised that are not required that can 
still be addressed and should be addressed because safety comes 
first, but do not slow down the process to such a degree that we 
are not able to keep the project on schedule. And my time has long 
since expired. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you. Ms. Rouse, just to go back a second on 
the transportation proposals that you put forth. It is my under- 
standing that for any of those proposals you would need about a 
4-month lead time to get initiated? 

Ms. Rouse. To buy new equipment, yes. 

TRAINING 

Mr. Latham. So right now we are past the time basically. I am 
not sure the new ideas will even be able to be implemented by the 
time the CVC opens up. Your opening statement noted a potential 
for a CR and what the ramifications would be on your staffing. Do 
you know the level of resources — you would need to make things 
continue to run smoothly when the fiscal year ends — runs out in 
September. You are going to be straddling two different fiscal years 
here before the CVC opens. How does that impact the staffing con- 
cerns that you have put forth? I am concerned about training, Mr. 
LaHood talked about the safety issue of getting the visitors out of 
the building and I don’t know if you are going to have time to have 
proper training for those individuals or whether you are going to 
have enough money to even hire that many individuals. 

Ms. Rouse. The training, I believe, was covered in the fiscal year 
2008 budget. So I think we will be okay as far as training is con- 
cerned. What our key issue is going to be are salaries for people 
who are currently under the guide service at the moment. 

Mr. Latham. On October 1st, you are going to quit training? 

CVC OPERATIONS STRATEGY — UNDER CR 

Ms. Rouse. We are putting the training in place now; we will 
begin training the middle of September. So I think that will be in 
the process. It is the salary concern on the operation side, things 
that are currently in the AOC budget, I believe we have a strategy 
to cover those individuals. 

Mr. Latham. What is the strategy? Are you going to cut other 
things? 

Ms. Rouse. We will cut other things, yes. 

Mr. Latham. Like what? 

Ms. Rouse. We will reduce some of our programming, some of 
our other aspects of what we are doing we will just tailor that 
down and part of the markup that was done actually did that exer- 
cise for us. So that was a good component. We may also have to 
borrow, depending upon the length of the CR money from the CVC 
construction project funds. So I think we have a solution on that 
side. At this moment, the majority of the staffing sits on the Senate 
side under the Capitol Guide Service, and that is where our con- 
cern is at the moment because that is the majority of the staffing 
which will come after the legislation is done, but until that point, 
we know we are going to have a problem there. We are beginning 
to work that issue with our appropriators and we have highlighted 
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the issue to our oversight committees and the AOC’s staff, as well 
as our staff, are trying to identify all the concerns and that is 
where that is. 


CVC PAVER COSTS 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I am almost to the point where I think we 
should work very hard to try to get some exception on the CR to 
direct some funding in that particular case. On another note, Mr. 
Dorn, one thing that bothers me, I guess, on the pavers, why is it 
so hard to figure out who is responsible and how much this repair 
or this replacement is going to cost? Do we know that? 

Mr. Dorn. As far as the responsibility, GAO, in particular, has 
been careful not to weigh in one way or the other just because it 
would affect any sort of litigation maybe upcoming. I suspect that 
the Architect in these hearings is the same way but could probably 
have a private discussion with you about it. As far as the cost goes, 
we included in our estimate more or less $5 million or so in the 
$621 million. So it is already included in that. My understanding 
from Mr. Ungar is that they are under that amount at this point, 
partly because they are not going to do the whole plaza, just the 
places where the vehicles are going to go. 

Mr. Latham. Do you want to speak to that Mr. Ungar, where are 
you, how much? 

Mr. Ungar. Yes, sir. I would prefer not to give the specific 
amount because we are still in the process of an open procurement 
but it would be less than $4 million at this point for the plan that 
we have in place, which would basically, as Mr. Dorn said, replace 
the portions of the plaza that are expected to receive routine vehic- 
ular traffic. 

Mr. Latham. Are we going to be able to drive out on that? 

Mr. Ungar. That is not our call, but the current practice is that 
cars do come in and drop off, under the porticos on each side and 
there are certain vehicles that will go a little bit further into the 
plaza. But in terms of what the policy will be that is certainly up 
to Congress. 

Mr. Latham. We suggest that whoever makes that suggestion 
should note that right now we have vehicles parked on the side- 
walks when we have votes in the evening like this, so it is almost 
a hazard out there with the lack of room for any kind of organized 
parking out there. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. Mr. Honda. 

CVC OVERSIGHT CONCERNS 

Mr. Honda. Thank you. I guess the comment I just want to 
share is that the term patchwork and everything else that we are 
frustrated with, what I have understood is that we have to put that 
in the context of the history of the project, the involvement of this 
committee over the past few years or the not involvement. So a lot 
of it has been due to a lack of oversight, and now we are trying 
to catch up at the last yard before we hit the goal line. That seems 
to be the context that I try to keep in mind. That this is what hap- 
pened. Then the concern happening in the last year or so after 4 
or 5 years since 9-11, that is a great concern that speaks to the 
lack of integrating ourselves in the planning of the process. Have 
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you said that, though? We are still responsible for the work — and 
I think this is why the Chair of this committee is concerned about 
continuing the oversight and asking these questions. 

So I just wanted to preface my comments and my question. 

VACATING STREETS — BUS SCREENING 

But the question that was asked about vacating streets and fig- 
uring out how we are going to screen these buses, I think we un- 
derstand that there is a need for that. Have you looked at tech- 
nology as being employed currently as pilot projects at places like 
El Paso, where they have to screen thousands of trucks, semis? 
Have you looked at ports where they have to take containers off 
ships thousands at a time over a short period of time using current 
technology that would look for everything from drugs to explosives 
based upon their chemical composition and other things, contra- 
band and technology that is being used at airports where they are 
looking at large containers, have those been part of your planning 
where they have portable technology that can be placed in certain 
areas and you just pass the vehicle through it in a matter of min- 
utes it is done? 

Chief Morse. Yes, we have. We have looked at those and I be- 
lieve at the previous hearing that was mentioned and that was the 
purpose of our review. Our security services bureau has looked at 
that as a possibility — and it certainly is a possibility. But it also 
creates other logistical situations for picking a location that is opti- 
mum to that type of screening, because the level of X-ray that is 
used for that would require us to offload passengers and certainly 
place them in a facility or cover 

Mr. Honda. I understand that. I understand it is a matter of 
planning and sequencing and thinking it through so perhaps the 
answers can be provided after you have done some more thinking 
and research on the logistics of the procedures. Thank you, Madam 
Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Honda. 

WHITE HOUSE SCREENING PROCESS 

Mr. LaHood. Just about every day that I am here, I meet people 
at the White House so that they can have a White House tour. No- 
body that I know of does better screening of large, small, inter- 
mediate vehicles than the White House. And what they do, they 
have these dogs that scan or screen the large vehicles, sometimes 
it is a garbage truck, sometimes it is a mail truck, sometimes it 
is my car. And then you are allowed to pull your vehicle onto the 
White House grounds. People are instructed not to bring anything 
except identification. Look, I don’t want to micromanage this, but 
I want to suggest this. First of all, you tell the buses, you can’t 
bring any luggage. You can bring people and that is it. Gather 
down below, have the dogs screen the buses, drive them up on top 
so that whether you are handicapped or able-bodied, you are within 
walking distance of the entrance to the Visitor Center and then at 
someplace find a place to stage those buses so that wherever people 
are going to exit — and look it, this system works pretty well. 
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POSTPONEMENT OF CVC OPENING 

Now, they have vacated some streets over there. But I go back 
to what I said before. I think there is a way to do this that is not 
a patchwork of old and new. And can be done in a very easy way 
and a very convenient way and so I hope that you will give some 
consideration. I want to make this suggestion, Madam Chair, and 
that is if we do pass a CR, that we postpone or suspend the open- 
ing of the Visitor Center. It is also a patchwork, what they are try- 
ing to do here, hiring people, training people, training people how 
to evacuate the Visitor Center with no fire drills. 

One of the things that works around here is the evacuation of 
buildings, particularly office buildings because there have been 
enough fire drills and enough practice sessions that when they 
have to do it, it works very well. And you are trying to hire people 
and train people to not only give people an opportunity to see the 
Visitor Center, but in the case of an emergency — and if we don’t 
have the money to hire these people and we don’t have the money 
to train these people, I would say that we need to tell the leader- 
ship of the House if there is one bill that needs to pass, it needs 
to be the legislative branch so that we can open the Visitor Center 
and they have the resources, and if that is not going to please 
what, then I say suspend the opening of the Visitor Center until 
we have the right people that are well trained and in place so that 
we don’t have the public with nowhere to go or how to go and we 
don’t have the transportation to get them here. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. LaHood. Ms. Lee. 

PAVER REPLACEMENT 

Ms. Lee. On a more mundane subject, let me ask you about the 
pavers on the east front. In terms of the plan to repair those pavers 
and how much it is going to cost and who is paying for it and just 
kind of give us an update on that. 

Mr. Ungar. Ms. Lee, at this point, as I indicated, our plan is to 
replace those pavers that are basically in the course of where the 
vehicle traffic has been experienced over the last year as we have 
witnessed day to day. A large part of that area is on top of the 
CVC, not on land. It has experienced some of the most problems 
in terms of movement of the pavers, chipping, cracking, and so 
forth. So our plan is essentially to replace those pavers, replace the 
setting bed that those pavers sit on with a much more substantive 
setting bed that will withstand, you know, the more frequent vehic- 
ular traffic. For the remaining part of the plaza, basically west of 
the skylights which is not subject as much to routine traffic, we 
will repair the pavers that are damaged there. Our general time 
frame to do that is that we hope to start right after the congres- 
sional recess begins in August and replace those sections that are 
closest to the Capitol, which would most interfere with congres- 
sional operation if Congress were in session, get that worked on 
while Congress is on recess and then do the rest of the portion of 
the plaza in a section-by-section manner so that it would not be 
disruptive to congressional operations. 
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PAVER COST ESTIMATES 

Ms. Lee. And how much is this going to cost and who is paying 
for it? 

Mr. Ungar. Well, again, I would prefer not to publicly discuss 
the cost because it is an open procurement. In terms of who is 
going to pay for it — in order to get the work done quickly, the CVC 
project is going to pay for it initially. At the same time, we are 
going through a fairly extensive process to determine responsi- 
bility. But that is fairly complicated and there are a lot of factors 
involved and it probably will take us several months, at minimum, 
to resolve that. So in the meantime, we are going to go ahead and 
pay for it while that process is underway. 

Ms. Lee. Let me just ask you about the procurement. You are in 
the process. Have you issued an RFP or IFP? Where are you? 

Mr. Ungar. Our plan is to have our Sequence 2 construction con- 
tractor go ahead and do the replacement and repair work. One of 
the major issues that we have is that if we bring somebody else in, 
they could affect our current contractor’s responsibility for what is 
there now. So we don’t want to further complicate the issue that 
we have with the situation. 

Ms. Lee. Is this an add-on, then? 

Mr. Ungar. It would be a modification to the contract, yes. 

Ms. Lee. Okay. I got you. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. Lee. Mr. Bonner. 

MEMBER TOURS — CVC GOVERNANCE 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you, Madam Chair. Mr. Ayers, do you know 
roughly how many members have taken a preview tour of the 
CVC? 

Mr. Ayers. Approximately 200. 

Mr. Bonner. 200. And was that 200, how many within the last 
6 months? 

Mr. Ayers. 60. 70. 

Mr. Bonner. The reason I ask is to follow up on my first line 
of questioning. I am the newest member of this subcommittee, and 
I will be the first to acknowledge that I probably have missed out 
on a lot of the painful testimony and hard questions and sometimes 
difficult answers that have come over the years to get us to this 
point where we are all excited. But I go back to Ms. Rouse’s written 
statement. We only have one chance to make a first impression 
once we open the Visitor Center. And we all agree with that, 
whether it is the Chief or the Architect or whomever is involved. 

We have talked so much about pavers, we have talked about 
handrails, we have talked about tiles, we have talked about light 
bulbs and all of these things. And at the same time the first im- 
pression once they come in is going to be what they see. Is it House 
Administration, is it the Speaker, the minority leader? Who exactly 
in your mind, Mr. Ayers, has responsibility for governance of what 
people will see once they get inside the building in terms of the dis- 
play, in terms of the room assignments and naming of the rooms 
and things like that? Is there one authority that you would refer 
to? 
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Mr. Ayers. Well, in terms of the design of the building and what 
is in the building and how that was all developed, all of that was 
done under the purview of the Capitol Preservation Commission. 

Mr. Bonner. And are they in the same category as the White 
House Historical Society? I know Mr. LaHood mentioned the nu- 
merous trips he takes to the White House, takes constituents to the 
White House. When I do that, I am always quick to say it is not 
up to the President and the First Lady to decide to paint the green 
room blue, that that decision is made by somebody else. Is this 
board given the responsibility to make the decisions like the dis- 
plays and like some of the other issues that have been raised pre- 
viously? Is that who a Member of Congress would have to go to to 
find out — oh, we have a new member. 

Mr. Ayers. Well, the Capitol Preservation Commission is made 
up of Members. So it is a bipartisan, bicameral group of Members 
that come together to make those decisions. So the process by 
which we went through to determine what is in the Exhibition Hall 
is a group of 12 or 14 historians and curators that came together, 
both the House and Senate historian and curators, and the archi- 
tects. We brought in subject matter experts from the Archives and 
the Library of Congress and the Smithsonian to come together to 
put together what you may see in those exhibits. At each signifi- 
cant step along the way, it was presented to the Capitol Preserva- 
tion Commission and ultimately approved by the members of the 
Capitol Preservation Commission. 

Mr. Bonner. Okay. Well, I think it is important because if 60 
members — if 200 members have been through at various stages, I 
have been through a couple of times — I think we all want to make 
certain that when the doors do open and the American people and 
the people of the world have a chance to walk in this beautiful new 
building that we all are able to answer the very basic question that 
we will probably be asked of our constituents who in the world de- 
cided to put that green carpet against that purple wall or some- 
thing to that effect? I agree with the Chairwoman, it is not our 
place perhaps to decide that it should be green or purple, but I do 
think when you ask fundamental questions like that, we need to 
know who is the one giving you all the authority and the direction 
to do that? Thank you, Madam Chair. 

FUNDING REALIGNMENT OF CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Bonner. And I do 
think it is important to note that all of those decisions were made 
prior to the 2006 election, just for the record. Just so we know who 
it is that made the decisions on content. Just very briefly, Ms. 
Rouse, you alluded to your belief that you could move money from 
the construction fund to the operations of the CVC, and I am not 
sure that you legally can do that. So if you have not checked with 
your general counsel and GAO whether 

Mr. Dorn. We agree that is not — beyond $8.5 million, that is not 
possible. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That was a response to our homework 
from the last time. That is not something I think is an option for 
you. So I think you need to go back to the drawing board in terms 
of your potential choices for how to operate the CVC. 



320 


Ms. Rouse. I think it was borrowing a certain amount. 

CHAIR CLOSING REMARKS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My understanding is that is not okay. 
So a trip to the drawing board would be necessary. That having 
been said, I think we have reached the point where we can con- 
clude this hearing. I do want to go over some homework with you, 
Chief. You reference the four concepts for operating the security 
screening of buses and so we are obviously very interested in trying 
to make this a smooth and seamless process for visitors. With that 
in mind, I know you were making that presentation to the Capitol 
Police Board on the 21st. 

If you can provide us with a report on those concepts as well as 
soon as you have it, make sure that we have that when the Capitol 
Police Board has it so that we can continue the open lines of com- 
munication that we have now reestablished. And if you aren’t al- 
ready including it in that report to them, if you could explain how 
each concept would work if implemented, the pros and cons of each 
and a rough estimate of the cost and resource requirements associ- 
ated with those concepts. 

I have it written down for you so you don’t have to speed-write. 
So with that I appreciate the members’ accommodation and all of 
the staff. I know you gave up a personal evening to help make sure 
that we can continue the oversight of the Capitol Visitor Center. 
I am really pleased that we are still on track, that after this hear- 
ing when we come back for the next hearing, the CVC, knock wood, 
will have a temporary certificate of occupancy and that we will con- 
tinue to be on track. And I really do want to congratulate all of the 
CVC staff for the hard work and really wonderful accomplishments 
thus far. And with that, I want to introduce my daughter Rebecca, 
who is going to close the hearing and the subcommittee stands in 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

[The information follows:] 
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Hearing on the Capitol Visitor Center 
My 8, 2008 at 7:00 PM 
U.S, Capitol, Room - HI 40 

Questions for the Record from 
The Honorable Barbara Lee, Vice Chair 
Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 


Transportation Plan 

Question. During discussion of the proposed transportation plan for the CVC, 
there was mention of the possibility of a tram that would run continuously around the 
perimeter of the Capitol square. 

Would it be possible for this tram to include Union Station in the route, because not all 
visitors to the CVC will be dropped off by tour buses at the West Front? 

Answer. It would be possible, but there are implications to be considered. First, 
these types of trams are generally used in tourist attraction parking lots or on-site. They 
are also low-speed, open, and are not designed to operate on public streets for more than 
short distances. Using them on busy streets could cause serious traffic congestion. 
Second, the Union Station route used by the Circulator and D.C. buses is lengthy. In 
order to be effective, the trams would need to pull additional trailing cars. This increases 
the traffic congestion potential and raises safety concerns. The only way to shorten the 
route would be to give the trams free access along First Street, N.E. This raises security 
issues as this street goes directly between the Russell and Dirksen Senate Office 
Buildings and is not open to the public. Third, serving all destinations with one route 
would increase cycle time to an unacceptable level. Additional trams would need to be 
added or there would need to be two distinct tram routes including one serving the West 
Front and a second serving Union Station. 

The East Front Transportation Action Committee is examining bus drop-off options, as 
well as the Circulator option and the viability of operating a tram. This committee 
includes representatives from the House Sergeant at Arms Office, Senate Sergeant at 
Arms Office, U.S. Capitol Police, Library of Congress, AOC Capitol Grounds Division, 
and the CVC. The committee is analyzing transportation options in terms of logistics, 
security, impact to traffic and the environment, and customer service. On security issues, 
the committee is working very closely with the U.S. Capitol Police. Note that, at this 
time, there are no funds appropriated to purchase or operate a tram. By the end of July, 
the committee will provide data that will assist stakeholders in making a decision 
regarding CVC transportation options. 
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Chair’s Opening Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good morning. I would like to call the 
meeting of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Appropriations to order. This is the 13th and final 
oversight hearing on the CVC project. We are going to do the Eve- 
lyn Wood version of this hearing because the CR is on the floor at 
11:45, and our rules don’t allow us to be in committee while our 
bill is on the floor. So I want to thank Mr. Latham for his indul- 
gence. 

And we are going to dispense with the opening statements of the 
panelists because we will enter those for the record so that we can 
get through the questions that the members have and clear up any 
last-minute concerns and smooth the edges on this project. 

Just briefly, when this subcommittee was reconstituted at the be- 
ginning of the 110th Congress, the first thing that we did was hold 
an oversight hearing on the CVC project. We wanted to show that 
there was aggressive oversight and that the Legislative Branch 
Subcommittee was back. We inherited a project that was plagued 
by massive budget creep and never ending delays. The CVC had 
joined that sad pantheon of projects with the title “boondoggle.” 
And you can contrast that with where we are today. 

PROJECT COST AND SCHEDULE 

Since September 2007, we have had no increase in the project’s 
cost and no slippage in its schedule. And that didn’t happen by ac- 
cident. A large amount of the credit goes to our very own acting 
Architect of the Capitol Stephen Ayers. Bernie Ungar did a yeo- 
man’s job at pulling things together, along with the hardworking 
staff at the Architect of the Capitol’s Office. So really everybody 
pulled together incredibly well and worked hard to get this project 
back on track in the last 2 years. 

Also a share of the credit belongs to you, Terry. You really 
helped us keep things on track and gave us good advice all the way 
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through the process. So you and GAO deserve a great amount of 
credit. And I really want to thank my subcommittee members, my 
ranking member, Mr. Latham, and Mr. Wamp before you, and Ms. 
Lee and all of the other members of the subcommittee, because 
often this was not the top of everybody’s list in terms of priorities 
on our schedule. But making sure that we safeguard the taxpayers’ 
money was incredibly important and providing accountability to 
this project was as well. 

Chuck Turner’s Retirement 

Before I continue, I do want to take a point of personal privilege 
before we begin the hearing and take a moment to recognize a true 
champion of this institution and the agencies that serve it, Chuck 
Turner. Chuck has been here for more than 30 years, more than 
30 years of Federal service including more than two decades with 
the Legislative Branch Subcommittee for both the House and the 
Senate side, and he is retiring at the end of this week. 

Chuck is absolutely the finest example of a public servant that 
we have in this institution. And I can tell you that he looked very 
skeptically at this rookie appropriator who suddenly was the Chair 
of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee and thought, oh, my God, 
what am I going to have to deal with. Although he never said 
that — he was incredibly professional and helped guide me in the 
beginning when I knew very little and helped me get up to speed 
as quickly as possible. And really he is one of the most respected 
and knowledgeable staffers that we have on Capitol Hill. He has 
worked tirelessly for hours upon hours. 

This isn’t the sexiest subcommittee in the Capitol, and the intri- 
cacies and knowledge that you have to have are incredibly impor- 
tant to make sure that we can take care of all the workers and the 
visitors and the people who come to this institution every single 
day. Really, he is irreplaceable. 

And we are going to miss you. And like I said, please make sure 
that you connect your phone as soon as you get to where you are 
going. Thank you so much. You have been a joy to work with. And 
congratulations on a well-deserved, well-earned retirement. 

Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Madam Chairman. And I shared your 
skepticism. No. 

Welcome, panel. And this is the last hearing? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The last one. That is the plan. 

Mr. Latham. I, too, would just like to express my best wishes to 
Chuck in his upcoming retirement, and to let him know that I, 
along with a lot of other members and staffers, really hate to see 
him go. He has been a great asset to this subcommittee, to the full 
committee, and to the House of Representatives, and he will be 
sorely missed. The thing that has always struck me most about 
Chuck is being in the mold of the old-school type of appropriation 
staffers; that is, he is a nonpartisan professional staffer who has 
always provided straightforward advice in a factual and non- 
partisan fashion. And your service to this institution for 30 years 
has been a credit to us all here and certainly to yourself. His focus 
has always been on the mission of the committee of getting the ap- 
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propriation bills passed for the good of the order and the institution 
of the House itself. 

He has well understood the importance of this subcommittee to 
the mission of the House as a critical part of the legislative branch. 
The loss of a staffer like Chuck is no small occurrence because his 
departure means a loss of institutional knowledge and institutional 
know-how. As a member of the Appropriations Committee, I know 
how important that knowledge is, and it has been very valued by 
all of us. 

Chuck, for the House and the committee, I hate to see you go. 
But for you, I am glad that you have an opportunity to open an- 
other chapter in your life, and good luck to you and the best for 
good health and future happiness. And we will all come out to Las 
Vegas and visit you. We expect a nice bedroom. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. A stack of chips! 

Mr. Latham. And tell us which is the best casino. Congratula- 
tions and good luck. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do you have anything? 

Mr. Turner. All I can say is it has been a great pleasure for all 
these years, and it has been a great pleasure working with you and 
Mr. Latham. And thank God this CVC is almost finished. 

witnesses’ statements for the record 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. With that, I will briefly introduce to- 
day’s witnesses. It is the usual cast of characters. Stephen Ayers 
is the Acting Architect of the Capitol; Bernie Ungar, CVC project 
executive; Terry Dorn, director of Physical Infrastructure Issues at 
GAO; Terrie Rouse, CEO for Visitor Services for the CVC; Phillip 
Morse, Chief of the U.S. Capitol Police; and Bill Livingood, the 
House Sergeant-at-Arms. And we will have a closed portion of the 
hearing where we will have other panelists as well. 

As I said, the witnesses’ prepared statements have been received 
and they will be inserted into the record. And I actually want to 
spend about 10 minutes, if that is okay with you, Mr. Latham, on 
the open portion of this hearing. We have a couple of questions 
that we need to get answered, and then we are going to close the 
hearing because we need to deal with the transportation issue as 
it relates to security questions that can’t be dealt with in public. 
So if we can just start the timer. 

TRANSPORTATION CONCERNS 

I want to go over some of the transportation issues that we can 
cover in public, and those include some confusion on what is going 
on with West Front drop-off. This is probably directed to the Chief 
and Ms. Rouse. My understanding is that the current plan for 
tours is for buses to drop off and pick up visitors at the West Front 
like they do now, for cart service to be implemented so that people 
who need transportation, for whatever reason, up the hill around 
to the front of the CVC can get it, and that what is pending is a 
decision by the Police Board about screening the tour buses and 
where they would be screened and dropping visitors off at the main 
CVC entrance. Is that correct? 

Ms. Rouse. That is correct. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Just so we are clear, what part of the 
transportation plan do you have responsibility for, Ms. Rouse? 

Ms. Rouse. Good morning. The part that the CVC team has re- 
sponsibility for is our recommendation to buy new shuttles, six of 
them will carry people from the drop-off point to the front of the 
CVC. Our responsibility would also include making sure that any- 
body who needs the help to come around the building can get the 
help. We have also discussed the path that would be taken and 
that the path would be a circular path around the building bring- 
ing people, if they needed the help, to get back to the drop-off 
point. 

So that is pretty much our responsibility. We will also post a 
way-finding staff member who would be there to assist people if 
they need it in terms of direction. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And, Chief, what about you? What is 
your role in the process? 

Mr. Morse. With respect to screening of the buses, we would cer- 
tainly facilitate that with our assets and resources. And we would 
make recommendations as to locations that screening could take 
place. 


CART SERVICE UPGRADES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Rouse, as far as the timing for 
the upgrading of the cart service, what is your plan for that? What 
is the timetable? 

Ms. Rouse. The timetable that we are working against is having 
these new carts, these shuttles, in place by March, the height of 
the tourist season with eighth graders and that sort. Then we 
would be able to examine and get a real opportunity to look at how 
that would work through the season, which would be sometime into 
August. We would implement and continue to do what we are 
doing to enhance that up until that point. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And between now and then, or be- 
tween December 2, which is the opening, and March, you are going 
to use what you have got now? 

Ms. Rouse. Exactly. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And you have some carts to move peo- 
ple around. Right? 

Ms. Rouse. We have six carts to move people. We will try to put 
more of those in service. I anticipate during the holiday break 
there will be a lot more people around, so we will try to have as 
many carts in use then as possible. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. And what is the timetable, Mr. 
Livingood? What is the timetable for the Capitol Hill Police Board 
to make a decision on the bus screening process? 

Mr. Livingood. Right now, the Chiefs recommendations is that 
we continue as we are, West Front, and not do any screening right 
now. And we are doing just a study of the entire perimeter. 

CVC OPERATIONS DURING A CR 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And I am going to ask you some ques- 
tions in the closed portion of the hearing about that study. 

Let me ask you, Ms. Rouse, just to be clear. We have been work- 
ing with you, and I know you have been focused on trying to put 
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your plans in place for operations under a CR, which we are going 
to have since it is going to be on the floor in 30 minutes. Where 
are you in terms of your process? And are you going to be capable 
of opening the CVC with the funding that will be provided by the 
CR? 

Ms. Rouse. And the negotiations have been going on between the 
appropriators staff and others. We have a plan that we are feeling 
comfortable with that we would be able to operate under a CR. It 
will mean tightening our belt in a number of areas and putting 
things off. But I think we have a fairly good collaborative relation- 
ship on that. Of course, we are hoping that the legislation also 
passes that gives us the authority to do what we have to do, be- 
cause that does impact our ability to open the shops and the res- 
taurants. 

CAPITOL HISTORICAL SOCIETY’S ROLE WITHIN THE CVC 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And then lastly, and I will turn it 
over to Mr. Latham. On the Capitol Hill Historical Society, we have 
had — this has been a soap opera, the never ending saga of the Cap- 
itol Historical Society and how are they going to be able to market 
their goods. What is the role of the Capitol Historical Society in the 
CVC? How have you decided to allow them to sell their merchan- 
dise? And are they going to have a kiosk? 

Ms. Rouse. The CVC team has been talking with the Senate 
Rules Committee and the Committee on House Administration, 
about having the Capitol Historical Society’s merchandise high- 
lighted within our gift shops. We would purchase some material 
from them, they would have their own prominence cards, they 
would have their own Web sites so people can see very prominently 
their material. We have had some very fruitful conversations 
around that. We also thought a lot about how this would impact 
them in terms of their nonprofit budget. Thinking clearly about 
this is a way to, not only fulfill their need, but satisfy their need, 
that goes with their mission. 

In this plan, there isn’t the idea of them having a kiosk. That 
hasn’t been part of our discussions with them. I must say, in our 
conversations with the Capitol Historical Society, they are very ex- 
cited about the notion of us buying their merchandise, and have 
been working with our gift shop staff to facilitate that and also 
working with historians and curators for the review process. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So that addresses their budget issue, 
which was that if they had no kiosk, then they weren’t going to be 
able to sell merchandise. If you buy their merchandise up front, 
would you be basically able to buy what they have been selling? 

Ms. Rouse. I think we probably will surpass that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Fantastic. I know those negotiations 
will continue and I know that they are concerned. And what they 
are troubled about is that if they lose a kiosk, they lose their public 
face and it is hard to know that they exist. So hopefully we are 
going to be able to feature them prominently enough in the gift 
shop so that we can ensure that people know that they are around. 
They have been around since 1962. There is a lot of member invest- 
ment in that society and family investment in that society. So I 
would hope that we are able to figure things out for them. 
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Mr. Latham. And I don’t have any more questions for the public 
portion of the hearing. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

CART LOGISTICS — PICKUP ROUTES 

I just have a couple of questions, Ms. Rouse. On the plan that 
you propose, you have got the carts going up and down on the 
House side. Are you saying now that this is a loop and you are 
going to be picking up on the Senate side? 

Ms. Rouse. Yes. Having heard resounding dislike for that plan, 
it is now a loop around the building. Yes. 

Mr. Latham. So you will continue to pick up over on the Senate 
side. What do you anticipate, with regard to any problems during 
votes when the plaza is filled with members and security and 

Ms. Rouse. For the parking? 

Mr. Latham. No. With your plan there, are they going to have 
to reroute the carts during votes? 

Ms. Rouse. I don’t know. I think that is something that we will 
definitely find out in the test-and-adjust period. The Capitol Police 
Board is still reviewing the issue of the parking on the plaza, 
which has a little impact for us. But the path that we came up is 
a pedestrian path; it is not on the streets or the driveway. So we 
think we will be able to navigate accordingly. But we will know 
better as we get through the process. 

Mr. Latham. But you are aware that that pedestrian path goes 
right through where all the activity is during votes, and you have 
got cars parking in there and everything else. 

Ms. Rouse. We have had several conversations about that. 

PAVER UPDATE 

Mr. Latham. Mr. Ayers, can you give us an update on what is 
going on with the pavers and who is paying for it, and is there any- 
thing new on that front? 

Mr. Ayers. Well, we have developed a paver schedule and imple- 
mented that a month and a half ago. We are on track with that 
schedule. So the actual work is progressing well. 

Mr. Latham. What is that date then? 

Mr. Ayers. The date we started that? 

Mr. Latham. No. Finishing. 

Mr. Ungar. We are shooting for mid November, about the 17th 
or 20th, somewhere in that period is what our target completion 
date is. 

Mr. Ayers. So that work is proceeding well. We are really not 
negotiating with the contractor yet on who is responsible for that. 
We will do that later on the job. 

Mr. Latham. And the cost is, what, $8 million? 

Mr. Ungar. No, sir. The current cost — the estimated cost right 
now to replace the pavers that we have set up for our stage one 
repair effort is about $2.5 million. A little bit more than that. 

fence removal 

Mr. Latham. When do you anticipate the fences coming down? 
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Mr. Ungar. We are working very closely with the Capitol Police 
to meet all its security requirements. We are hoping that we can 
start to take the fence down next week. That is our goal. 

Mr. Latham. Really? 

Mr. Ungar. Yeah. It is going to be coming down in sections, but 
we are keeping our fingers crossed. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

Mr. Ayers. If I can point out, just to manage expectations. When 
the wood fence comes down, a new fence goes up in its place that 
is a snow fence that is see through and low, and a chain link fence 
comes in on the interior portion of the plaza. Ultimately, all of 
those fences don’t come down until just before the public opening 
in December. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I think everything else is going to be for the 
closed session. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Lee. 

Ms. Lee. Thank you. Let me first thank you for your leadership 
this year and for this Congress, and also just say to you, I never 
thought we would see our final hearing on the CVC. So I have to 
thank all of you for really accomplishing this very, very exciting 
project, but also very challenging and very difficult. And to our 
Chair, we couldn’t have done it without you. So thank you. And to 
Chuck, I have to just congratulate you on your retirement and 
thank you for your steadiness. I think so many of us are new on 
this subcommittee and we were really guided by your wisdom and 
your expertise. So we will definitely miss you. But enjoy this next 
chapter of your life. 

I wanted to just say last week, and this is really remarkable. Our 
staff organized, and some of you may not know what the tri-caucus 
is, but this is the Congressional Black Caucus, the Congressional 
Hispanic Caucus, and the Congressional Asian-Pacific American 
Caucus. So we organized a staff tour for last Friday for 3:00, and 
I believe over 60 members of staff showed up for that tour, and 
they were quite excited and quite impressed. 

So I have to congratulate you, because, of course, if staff is ex- 
cited and if there is a level of interest with our staff, what can we 
say? I think that is a very excellent barometer of the success in 
what you all have done, especially as it relates to the diversity 
issue and in terms of incorporating the diversity of our great coun- 
try into the overall CVC. 

STAFF COMPOSITION AND DIVERSITY TRAINING 

So I just wanted to ask, and if you don’t have this information 
you can just send it to us later. But in terms of an update of the 
diversity efforts and ethnic composition of your staff, Ms. Rouse, 
and also the diversity training that is being received and the as- 
pects of the tour guide training, because a couple members of the 
staff asked about the focus on the history of slaves in terms of 
building of the Capitol, where that is. And really, I just want to 
make sure all of that is on track, because I want our staff to con- 
tinue to be excited about this because if they are, then the public 
will be. 
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Ms. Rouse. We will provide you all of that information on the 
training that we are doing and the breakdown of the staff demo- 
graphics. 

[The information follows:] 
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Capitol Visitor Center Diversity 

Question. Please provide a breakdown of the diversity of the Capitol Visitor 
Center (CVC) staff. 

Response. The CVC staff currently consists of 25 female employees and 38 male 
employees. Note that these statistics do not include the Capitol Guide Service that, as of 
the date of this hearing, has not yet transferred to the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol (AOC) and the CVC. These statistics do include the four remaining CVC Project 
Office employees, as well as operations and facility maintenance staff. Of the 63 
employees currently on board, 21 are wage grade, and 42 are general schedule. Thirty- 
seven employees are Caucasian, 21 are African American, two are Hispanic, two are 
Asian, and one is an American Indian. 

Question. Please provide information on the type of diversity training required 
for staff. 

Response. The AOC requires and provides Equal Employment Opportunity 
training for all supervisors and managers. The AOC plans to expand these efforts to 
provide diversity training for all AOC employees. This past spring, the AOC re-issued its 
annual policy statement on Equal Employment Opportunity that articulated the Agency’s 
commitment to provide equal employment opportunities for all employees and applicants 
for employment, and to ensure a work environment that is free of discrimination. 
Effective July 1, 2008, the AOC issued an Affirmative Employment Program policy to 
provide qualified individuals with equal opportunity and access to employment. This 
program includes deliberate and affirmative efforts to attract and recruit qualified diverse 
candidates (women, minorities and persons with disabilities) for consideration where 
such groups are under-represented. Under this program, the AOC will continue to follow 
applicable Federal employment and anti-discrimination laws while reaching out to 
diverse groups to broaden the candidate pool. In addition, the CVC provides diversity 
training to all their employees as part of the new employee orientation program. 

Question. Lastly, provide information as to how the history of slave labor in the 
construction of the Capitol will be provided to guides and visitors. 

Response. The issue of slave labor in the construction of the U.S. Capitol is 
presented in a number of ways in the Capitol Visitor Center. There is text accompanied 
by images as part of the exhibition concerning the Capitol's early construction history. 
Philip Reid, a slave instrumental in the casting of the Statue of Freedom, is discussed in 
text featured in the interpretive rails around the plaster model of the Statue, which is 
prominently displayed in the transition zone between Emancipation Hall and Exhibition 
Hall. 

In addition, the importance of slave laborers is discussed in the 13-minute orientation 
film that will be shown to all visitors at the beginning of their tour of the Capitol. 
Educational information on the role of slave labor from a Congressionally-commissioned 
report on the same will be incorporated into the working script for guide-led tours and 
staff-led tours of the Capitol. 



332 


The topic also will be covered in the brochure that is available in the Visitor Center, and 
it will be included in the Capitol Visitor Center’s on-line exhibition on its Web site. 
Finally, there are plans to host public programs that address this issue in a variety of 
ways. 

The issue of slave labor in the construction of the U.S. Capitol will explored during the 
two-day Congressional Historical Interpretive Training Program, which is training 
specifically designed for staff that are leading tours of the Capitol. On the first day, the 
AOC’s Preservation Office/ Architectural Historian will include this topic in his overview 
of the Capitol. During the second half of the first day of CHIP training, participants will 
engage in an exercise that is tangentially related and builds on the profiles of significant 
minorities and women in Congress. 

On the second day of CHIP training, two of the six public historians who are speaking to 
the staff trainees will address this topic. For example, Mr. James Horton, author of 
“Slavery and the Making of America,” and “Slavery and Public History: The Tough 
Stuff of American Memory,” will speak about the significance of slavery in early 
American history. Another guest speaker, Mr. Harold Holzer, an expert on Abraham 
Lincoln and co-chairman of the U.S. Lincoln Bicentennial Commission, will speak about 
the Civil War. To assist staff members prepare to lead their Capitol tours following the 
training, a copy of the publication, ‘The report on the History of Slave Laborers in the 
Construction of the U.S. Capitol,” will be provided to each person who participates in the 
CHIP program. 
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Ms. Lee. Thank you very much. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Lewis. 

CVC PROGRESSION 

Mr. Lewis. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I wanted 
to come for a moment just to share with those who are here that 
this is the middle of my 30th year on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and specifically dealing with the legislative branch. 

Vic Fazio and I worked together for many, many of those years 
as he was chairman and I was his ranking member on the legisla- 
tive branch subcommittee. Early on, he and I both had very, very 
serious reservations which we communicated in more than one way 
about a CVC. Really good and interesting idea, if you can ever get 
it done. 

I must say that as I watch this progress, it is a phenomenal addi- 
tion to the Capitol. It will give us a great opportunity to introduce 
the public to their Congress in many a way. During all of that 
time, if we were going to have a CVC, I tried to convince David 
Obey that we ought to have a major room there for appropriations, 
a full committee room. I have not been successful to do that, but 
with Ms. Wasserman Schultz we may have one anyway. 

Having said that, during all those years it was my privilege to 
work with Chuck Turner, a very, very stable, solid, solid member 
of our staff. He is leaving, as I think you all know, at the end of 
October. Chuck has a home near downtown Las Vegas just far 
enough away from the strip that he won’t lose all of his money 
there. But while many of you may not see much of Chuck after he 
leaves, except at his choosing, I probably will see more of him than 
he might imagine. Arlene and I have three grandchildren who live 
very near the home that he has purchased in Las Vegas. We visit 
them rather than the slot machines, and Chuck is one of my favor- 
ite people. Congratulations to you, Chuck, and thank you very 
much for your long service. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you, Madam Chairman. You have covered 
some of the topics already about the drop-off and the traffic flow 
and the questions that were raised earlier about the Capitol Histor- 
ical Society, I think, expressed the concerns that we all have. I just 
have got a couple quick questions for Mr. Ayers as well as a word 
of thanks and also a quick question for Mr. Livingood. 

AOC APPRECIATION 

First of all, a word of thanks. You and your staff have been out- 
standing in responding to my office, so I know you have been re- 
sponsive to every member not just of this committee but of the en- 
tire Congress in helping us understand what is going on at the 
CVC; and, as the gentlelady from California just mentioned, get ex- 
cited about what is going on, so that when the grand opening oc- 
curs, we can all be proud of this moment. 

Thank you for your staff giving me and my staff a chance to go 
down just a few days ago. As you will recall, in July I raised this 
question before the committee about the words “In God We Trust,” 
and why they were not included in the original replica of the dais 
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of the House Chamber in the exhibit area, knowing that is it is not 
a perfect replica but still thinking that the omission of the words 
made more of a statement than the fact that the words would have 
actually been included. 

So thanks for the work your office has done working with the 
Capitol Preservation Commission to put those words where they 
belong. And I am just wanting to make sure on the record that, in 
fact, when the Visitor Center opens, that the words “In God We 
Trust,” as they are in the House Chamber, will be in that CVC rep- 
lica. 

Mr. Ayers. Yes, sir. They will be. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE/STAR-SPANGLED BANNER 

Mr. Bonner. Now, thanks for that. Here is a question. When we 
went on our tour — and our country is going through as we all know 
some very serious times, and this Congress is being asked to take 
measures that perhaps are unprecedented in modern times. It 
seems to me one missed opportunity, and I would just put this on 
the record. I know my chairwoman does not believe that we should 
be museum curators in helping to design where each exhibit goes. 
But if you were to poll the American people, and ask them to recite 
the Star-Spangled Banner and the Pledge of Allegiance or to say 
what the history of our flag is, I am afraid that we would find an 
alarmingly high percentage of people who could not do all three. 

And it seems to me, in that beautiful great space that we have 
it is a missed opportunity to not more prominently display the 
Pledge, the Star-Spangled Banner, and the flag itself. 

So without requesting, since I am not the chairman, that on be- 
half of the committee that you do that, my request would be would 
your office work if — because I am going to go through the Commis- 
sion, and ask that they work with your office — I am asking, would 
you work with the Commission to explore the possibility of a more 
prominent display of the Pledge, the flag, as well as the Star-Span- 
gled Banner? 

Mr. Ayers. Of course. We would be happy to work with the Cap- 
itol Preservation Commission to do that. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you. 

KIOSK CONSTRUCTION — CR EFFECT 

Now, my question to Mr. Livingood. Thank you. I want to say 
thanks as many chances as I get. I see the construction of the kiosk 
that will be in the Cannon Tunnel for those of us who are not in 
the Rayburn Building. Would a continuing resolution affect the op- 
eration of that, the funding of that? And how do you anticipate 
going forward, allowing visitors from Longworth and Cannon get- 
ting over to the building with that new desk? 

Mr. Livingood. That is funded with a CR. And it will be open 
as soon as that desk is finished, very shortly, and we have it 
manned. 

Mr. Bonner. Great response. I have been on the subcommittee 
for about 6 months, and you have acted extraordinarily well, Mr. 
Sergeant. Thank you so much. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
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Chair Closing Remarks 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Bonner. I just want 
to remind the members that we do have a Museum of American 
History in the Smithsonian. That would be an appropriate place to 
display the items that Mr. Bonner just detailed. The CVC is de- 
signed to focus on the history of the Congress and the Capitol. So 
we do have to be careful, again, like you said and I have said be- 
fore, we are not museum curators. We do have to be careful about 
not micromanaging the contents and really diluting the purpose of 
the Capitol Visitor Center. So I would just caution the members on 
the guidance that they provide to the people who make decisions 
about the content of the CVC. 

Do any of the other members have any more questions? Okay. 
Since this is the last CVC hearing, I would be remiss if I didn’t as- 
sign homework. But my homework is this. Just open the CVC on 
time on December 2, safely. Make sure that all the logistical items 
are in place. Keep your nose to the grindstone for the next 10 
weeks, because that is about all that is left, and let’s just continue 
to work towards a successful opening. We have come a long way 
on this project, and I am looking forward to seeing it brought in 
officially for a landing. 

With that, I am going to close the open portion of this hearing. 
If the people in the audience could clear the room very quickly be- 
cause I only have about 15 or 20 minutes left before the CR goes 
on the floor or before the disaster legislation goes on the floor. So 
thank you very much. 

[Witnesses’ prepared statements and responses to questions fol- 
low:] 
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA 
ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 

Before the 

Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

September 24, 2008 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be 
here today to report on the progress made to complete the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC), and 
prepare for its opening on December 2, 2008. Joining me today, as is the custom, are Mr, Bemie 
Ungar, CVC Project Executive, and Ms. Terrie Rouse, our Chief Executive Officer for Visitor 
Services. 

Since the Subcommittee’s July hearing, we have made tremendous progress. We received the 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy from the Fire Marshal on July 21; nearly two weeks ahead 
of our scheduled date. It was issued upon the completion of a series of successful tests of the 
Visitor Center’s fire detection and life-safety systems, and its receipt has allowed workers and 
staff to occupy and fit out the facility with the interior furnishings and equipment needed to 
support the staff and thousands of visitors that will flow through the doors every day. 

Over the past several weeks, staff from the Senate Recording Studio, the Office of Senate 
Security, and U.S. Capitol Police have moved into their Capitol Visitor Center spaces. We 
expect that the Permanent Certificate of Occupancy will be issued shortly. 

Madam Chair, we’ve been hearing great things from the new tenants about the expansion spaces. 
They appreciate the new space, and Members of Congress have commented on the fact that there 
will be more space to accommodate public meetings and hearings. 
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Minor construction work continues in the East Front, Senate Atrium, and Library of Congress 
tunnel, as well as on the landscape and punchlist items. Earlier this month, the contractor turned 
over all 17 elevators inside the CVC to the AOC. These elevators have passed code inspections 
and are available for use. Crews continue to clean the stone floors throughout the CVC, and 
apply stone sealant to protect the stone and create a non-slip surface. Metal workers continue to 
install interior bronze handrails along the south staircase in the East Front extension, and crews 
continue to install terrazzo flooring the Library pedestrian tunnel. Testing of the CVC’s security 
systems is nearing completion. 

Outside, we are working with the D.C. government to install a traffic light on First Street where 
the PEPCO vault work was completed earlier this summer ahead of schedule. Plaza paver repair 
work continues as planned, and we will soon be replacing the wooden perimeter fencing with a 
temporary fence as we complete plaza and landscaping work to restore the East Front to its 
traditional look. Other efforts on the East Front include the re-installation of the historic 
Olmsted fountains and light fixtures, the removal of the acoustic windows, and the restoration of 
Capitol Grounds. 

As they have been doing since this spring, professional crews continue to clean the CVC’s public 
spaces, and are working in areas of the House and Senate Expansion Spaces. Other crews 
continue to work to complete punchlist items such as millwork, wall stone, floor stone, grout, 
plaster work, carpeting, doors, paint, and other finishes. 

Just outside the Exhibit Hall, the plaster model for the Statue of Freedom has been moved into 
the CVC, and its installation is on schedule to be completed by mid-October. The information 
desks and benches are being installed in Emancipation Hall this week. The orientation film and 
the House and Senate films have been tested, adjusted, and are completely installed and ready for 
use. Installation of the 3-D artifacts is ongoing and should be completed this month. Beginning 
in October, we'll start installing the historic documents. 

Also included in all these preparatory activities is the relocation of 23 statues from the National 
Statuary Hall Collection in Capitol Building to the CVC. (The 24 >h statue - a replacement from 
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the state of Alabama — will be located in the CVC after its arrival at a later date.) The statues 
selected to be moved are those that were most recently donated to the collection, and represent 
the diversity of our country. Eighteen additional statues are being rearranged throughout the 
Capitol Building to create balance and provide for improved visitor flow. 

Our Capitol Superintendent's Office continues to hold coordination meetings with future 
occupants and is proceeding with the relocation of offices as planned. As I mentioned earlier, 
several offices are settling into their new spaces, and by next week, our Visitor Services staff will 
be moved into their permanent offices in the CVC. In addition, all of the furniture in the food 
service areas has been put into place, and we are working with the food service contractor to 
arrange deliveries of its necessary supplies and equipment. 

As of September 18, there were approximately 2,800 open items on the main punchlist. We 
continue to work closely with the Office of Compliance, U.S. Capitol Police, and the Fire 
Marshal on specialty items that require special focus. Since July 1, 42 change orders were 
settled, and the magnitude of change order proposals now being received has generally 
decreased. Gilbane and the CVC Project Team continue to focus their efforts on settling 
outstanding change orders as quickly as possible. 

In anticipation of the CVC’s opening, Ms. Rouse and our team continue to work on plans for 
CVC’s visitor services operations. She has several updates to share with the Subcommittee 
today. 

Madam Chair, I’d like to conclude my testimony by noting that the CVC has been recognized 
with several awards over the past few months. As you know, this spring the CVC project was 
recognized by the Washington Building Congress with 14 awards for the high-quality, 
professional workmanship demonstrated throughout the facility. In addition to these honors, the 
Project Team recently received the 2008 Excellence in Construction award from the Metro 
Washington and Virginia Chapters of Associated Builders and Contractors. A second Excellence 
in Construction Award for General Construction was presented for the House and Senate 
Expansion spaces. 
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For these professional organizations to recognize the CVC for its superb craftsmanship and 
quality is a distinct honor. The fine team that has worked on this project can take great pride in 
their role in helping to complete the largest single expansion of the Capitol Building. 

As always, we appreciate the continued support of this Subcommittee and Congress as we work 
to ready the CVC for the visiting public later this year. This concludes my statement, and 1 
would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Statement of Ms. Terrie S. Rouse 
Chief Executive Officer for Visitor Services 
for the Capitol Visitor Center, Office of the Architect of the Capitol 

Before the Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 

Regarding 

Capitol Visitor Center Operations 
September 24, 2008 


Madam Chair, Congressman Latham, members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before 
you again with an update on Capitol Visitor Center operations. 

Internal Communications 

My staff and I took advantage of the August recess by undertaking a comprehensive internal 
communications effort among Members’ offices. This included the distribution of fact sheets about 
various aspects of our operation including the role of our new Visitor Assistants, the placement of 
the model of the Freedom Statue in Emancipation Hall, the Exhibition Hall, our two gift shops, and 
the restaurant. We also distributed information to Congressional staff who will be leading tours of 
the U.S. Capitol about their participation in the Congressional Historical Interpretive Training 
Program or “CHIP program.” This “CHIP” program, which consists of interactive training, will 
teach participants how to deliver consistent, compelling, and accurate tours to visitors. Each 
program participant will become a certified Congressional Tour Guide upon completion of the 
program 

Advance Reservation System 

We also distributed introductory material to Members’ offices about the Capitol Visitor Center’s 
new Web-based advance reservation system that will replace the existing system for scheduling 
Capitol tours. As you know, through the advance reservation system, Members may schedule tours 
on behalf of their constituents or direct their constituents to the Office of Visitor Services to 
schedule a tour. The advance reservation system will be available in late October or early 
November — 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
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Visitors may book a tour through the offices of their Representative or their Senators via the Web 
site, or they will be able to schedule Guide-led tours themselves using the Capitol Visitor Center 
Web site. There will be links on every page of the Capitol Visitor Center Web site that direct 
constituents to their Representative’s or Senators’ home pages and allow them to book tours 
through one of those offices. Staff-led tours may also be reserved by Members’ offices through the 
same system. 

A number of features will be customized for each Member’s office prior to the launch of the 
advance reservation system. However, it will still be up to the Member to make sure his or her Web 
site provides updated information for constituents interested in booking tours of the Capitol. All 
Members’ offices should be prepared to update any and all information on their sites pertaining to 
visiting the Capitol, including the hours and days of operation, the visitor etiquette, and other 
critical aspects of touring the Capitol. 

We will send out suggested language and critical links to Members’ offices later this month, and, of 
course, Capitol Visitor staff will continue to assist Members in determining what modifications are 
needed to their Web sites in order to assist their constituents in booking tours. 

Next month, we are planning several orientation sessions for House and Senate staff, where Visitor 
Center staff will be available to answer questions on any and all aspects of our operation. 

Test and Adjust Program 

As l mentioned at the July hearing, beginning next month, we are planning a period of what we call 
“test and adjust” where all aspects of the facility are tested using diverse groups of people who can 
provide feedback to our staff on all phases of the visitor experience. We will test visitor flow and 
circulation, staff procedures, and facilities and amenities to ensure optimal operation performance 
when we open to the public on December 2. 

During October, our audiences will be mostly internal, consisting of Congressional staff who need 
to familiarize themselves with our operations and the physical layout of the Visitor Center. On 
special Members of Congress days, we will invite Members and Senators to come through the 
Visitor Center, although many have done so already. In November, external audiences that will 
include senior citizen groups, schoolchildren, neighborhood groups, concierges, and other 
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organizations will help provide us with valuable feedback so that we can adjust operations as 
necessary before December 2. 

New Director of Visitor Services 

I am pleased to announce that we’ve recently hired a crucial member of our management team, Ms. 
Beth Plemmons, who is the Director of Visitor Services for the Capitol Visitor Center. Beth is 
responsible for the overall operation of Visitor Services at the U.S. Capitol. On a daily basis, she 
coordinates visitor-related operational activities and events, including working with the U.S. Capitol 
Police, the House and Senate Sergeants at Arms and with the Capitol Visitor Center restaurant, gift 
shop, and Exhibition Hall staff. Beth has extensive experience in visitor services, which will be 
invaluable as we prepare to open the doors to our beautiful new facility. 

Prior to coming here, Beth was employed as the Associate Director for Guest Services at Mount 
Vernon Estate and Gardens where she supervised ticketing and group sales for more than one 
million visitors annually. Prior to her work at Mount Vernon, she was the Director of Ticketing and 
Reservations at the Biltmore Estate in Asheville, North Carolina, where she managed more than 1 00 
employees and $55 million in revenue. 

Impact of Continuing Resolution 

As I mentioned at the last hearing, there are very real concerns about the operation of the Capitol 
Visitor Center under a continuing resolution. We are working through these issues with House and 
Senate staff. 

It is possible to open the Capitol Visitor Center under the constrained circumstances that arise under 
a continuing resolution. Even limited funds will allow us to provide adequate service during non- 
peak months when our visitors are mostly local and regional. 

In addition, as long as we receive approval to staff the Visitor Center to the required level, and 
receive the Guide Service funding that we need, during a continuing resolution we will be able to 
serve the anticipated millions of visitors and constituents who are expected to come to the Capitol 
and the Library of Congress in March and April. We appreciate the efforts on the part of your 
staff to assist us in the Guide Service transition. 
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Under the continuing resolution, we will need to defer some planned purchases and activities. We 
have examined pending and future purchases, and have reprioritized activities to ensure we can fund 
essential items. We are still concerned that unknown issues could drive additional funding 
shortfalls during a continuing resolution, but we will work with you and your staff if that should 
occur. 

The Capitol is already an obligatory stop for people who come to Washington - it will become even 
more so once we open the doors of the Visitor Center. A well-trained visitor services staff along 
with fully-functioning systems and procedures is critical so as to ensure that as many people as 
possible will have an opportunity to enjoy the rich educational experience within the Visitor Center 
and to experience the historic Capitol Building. 

The Capitol Visitor Center was designed to maximize public access to the U.S. Capitol while 
enhancing the experience for the millions of people who come to walk its historic corridors. Its 
mission is to provide a welcoming, educational, safe, and comfortable environment for visitors to 
learn about the Congress, the legislative process, and the Capitol Building, Operating the Visitor 
Center without adequate funding will undercut these basic objectives. 

We only have one chance to make a first impression once we open the Visitor Center - and 1 want 
to make sure that everyone’s first impression of the Capitol Visitor Center is first-rate. We continue 
to work closely with the U.S. Capitol Police, the House and Senate Sergeants at Arms, and others to 
ensure that the visitor experience will be first-rate from the moment our guests enter the Capitol 
complex. 

Madam Chair, as I have noted at prior hearings, we have much to do and not much time to do it in. 
We also look forward to the final passage of the legislation that establishes our Visitor Services 
organization which provides for the management and administration of the Capitol Visitor Center. 

Thank you, again, for this opportunity to update the Subcommittee on our activities, and thank you 
for your continued support. I am happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to assist the Subcommittee in 
monitoring progress on the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) project. My 
remarks will focus on (1) the Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC) construction 
progress since the last CVC hearing on July 8, 2008, 1 and (2) the project’s 
expected cost at completion and funding status. 

Today’s remarks are based on our review of schedules and financial 
reports for the CVC project and related records maintained by AOC and its 
construction management contractor, Gilbane Building Company; our 
observations on the progress of work at the CVC construction site; and our 
discussions with the CVC team (AOC and its major CVC contractors) and 
AOC’s Chief Fire Marshal. We also reviewed AOC’s construction 
management contractor’s periodic schedule assessments. 


Construction Is Since the July 8, 2008, CVC hearing, the project has passed a significant 

^ _ milestone — the fire marshal’s issuance of a temporary certificate of 

Essentially Complete occupancy — and although issues in certain CVC and expansion space 

work remain, AOC expects to have the project ready for opening on 
December 2, 2008, as scheduled. According to AOC's construction 
management contractor, in dollar terms, the overall CVC project remains 
99 percent complete. 2 Some risks to the project’s schedule remain in 
completing work needed to start up and open the building as planned. In 
addition, many punch list 5 items remain to be completed, and a number of 
proposed change orders have to be resolved. At this time, AOC does not 
expect the punch list items or the proposed change orders to affect the 
project’s opening date. 

Since the last hearing, the fire marshal has substantially completed fire 
alarm acceptance testing. 4 While the fire marshal has issued a temporary 


‘GAO, Capitol Visitor Center Update on Status of Project’s Schedule and Cost as of June 
27, 2008, GAO-08-900T (Washington, D.C.: July 8, 2008). 

2 In other words, the sequence 2 contractor has received about 99 percent of the current 
contract value. This value does not include the costs of unsettled proposed change orders, 
potential claims, and work performed outside the current sequence 2 contract, such as the 
fire marshal's fire alarm acceptance testing. 

3 A punch list identifies tasks, usually minor, to be completed at the end of a project. 

4 AI1 regularly scheduled testing has been completed. However, portions of the system will 
be retested in the coming weeks to verify the effectiveness of changes made following the 
initial system tests. 
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certificate of occupancy, incomplete work in several areas still has the 
potential to limit preparations for the project’s planned opening or make 
portions of the facility unusable at the opening. For example, repairs to 
exit stairs are taking longer than planned and, if not completed in October, 
we believe could delay preparations for the opening. AOC has also 
requested several changes to the restaurant to accommodate the food 
service vendor, and although the restaurant is expected to be operational, 
certain sections of its serving line are likely to be incomplete when the 
CVC opens. In addition, some repairs to plaza pavers and landscaping 
work may not be complete by the planned opening. 

The CVC team has continued to gradually reduce the number of punch list 
items, which we have identified as a concern at the last several hearings. 
According to AOC, the number of punch list items has been reduced from 
over 15,000 to under 3,000. In addition, the planned repairs to the plaza 
pavers that we discussed at the last hearing have begun and are ongoing. 
Although it is still not clear who will ultimately be financially responsible 
for the repairs, we do not anticipate a need for additional appropriations 
to address this issue. 

Each month, the CVC team continues to identify proposed change orders. 
AOC and its contractors have continued to work together to reduce the 
number of open (outstanding) proposed change orders, and the number of 
open orders has declined since our last statement. Sustained attention to 
this issue is, however, needed to reduce uncertainty about the project's 
costs. Figure 1 compares the number of outstanding proposed change 
orders with the number settled each month. 
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Figure 1 : Outstanding and Settled Proposed Change Orders by Month, March 2006 
through August 2008 
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AOC’s Cost Estimate 
Remains the Same, 
and Additional Funds 
Will Be Needed in 
2009 


AOC’s current estimate of the cost to complete the CVC project's 
construction, first reported in September 2007, 3 remains about $621 
million. We believe this estimate is realistic and contains a sufficient 
allowance for contingencies, provided there are no unexpected delays. To 
date, about $583.3 million has been approved for CVC construction, and of 
the amounts approved for operations, AOC includes $1.1 million (net of 
certain construction items) in its total estimated cost to complete. In 
addition, AOC has $2.4 million more in fiscal year 2008 CVC appropriations 
that it plans to use for construction after it obtains congressional approval 


n GAO, Capitol Visitor Center Update on Status of Project's Schedule and Cost as of 
September 25, 2007, GAO-07- 1249T (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 25, 2007). 
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to obligate these funds. 6 Furthermore, AOC has requested $31. i million in 
fiscal year 2009 funds for CVC construction; however, in its current cost- 
to-complete estimate, AOC indicates it may need an additional $3 million 
in fiscal year 2009 funds to finish the project. According to AOC, if 
necessary, the additional $3 million could be reprogrammed. 

Madam Chair, this completes my prepared statement. I would be pleased 
to answer any questions that you or Members of the Subcommittee may 
have. 
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UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE 

OFFICE OFTHE CHIEF 
119 0 STREET. NE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20510-7218 

Statement of Phillip D. Morse, Sr., 

Chief of Police, United States Capitol Police 

Before the Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, 

Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Regarding the Capitol Visitor Center Project 
September 24, 2008 

Madam Chair, Congressman Latham and Members of the Subcommittee, I would 
like to thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to provide a brief update 
on the United States Capitol Police role in securing the Capitol Visitor Center, primarily 
with regard to transportation plans. 

The USCP continues to work closely with the Architect of the Capitol (AOC) and 
our other stakeholders on final steps to prepare the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) for 
occupancy and operation. With the opening of the CVC in December 2008, we will 
begin to efficiently process high volumes of guests and visitors, while maintaining the 
highest level of security and protection. 

As we have previously provided in our testimony on this subject, the Department 
believes that the main entrances of the Capitol Visitor Center remain the optimum points 
for visitors to the CVC and the Capitol. Our planning assumptions continue to rely upon 
the state-of-the-art CVC entrance configuration to process large numbers of visitors in a 
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more efficient manner, so that we can sustain the high security standards currently 
maintained throughout the Capitol Complex. With the anticipated influx of visitors, we 
are mindful of the need to closely monitor and regulate the number of visitors in the 
Capitol and the CVC at any given time, so that we may ensure that an evacuation of these 
structures can be accomplished in a safe and timely manner. 

Currently there are three primary points of entry for tour groups to enter the 
Capitol. The primary entry location for public tours is the Upper West Terrace Door of 
the Capitol. This is a temporary entry point that has been used while the CVC has been 
under construction. The two entry points for staff-led tours are through either the Cannon 
House Office Building or Russell Senate Office Building tunnels into the Capitol. 

I am pleased to report that the U.S. Capitol Police has completed formulating 
Standard Operating Procedures pertaining to police operations in the CVC. In addition, 
we have written emergency response procedures and training plans to instruct our 
personnel on how to respond to and mitigate incidents affecting the facility. We have 
begun CVC Orientation Training for our personnel to begin to familiarize them with the 
building to include key locations of amenities, emergency exits, staff space and locations 
of police operations. We will begin formal emergency response and evacuation training 
next month for all of our personnel to include our specialty units. 

We are working with the Director of Visitor Services to support the Test and 
Evaluation Program that will permit her staff to exercise their plans with control groups 
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of various sizes over the next two months. We are monitoring this effort so we can learn 
about visitor flow, ease of entry and exit and how the building will load with occupants. 
We are also providing her staff with emergency preparedness and response training. 

As I discussed at the last hearing, the Department, at the direction of the U.S. 
Capitol Police Board, developed a plan for screening motor coaches in order to permit 
access to the CVC main entrance. The issue was examined by the East Front 
Transportation Action Committee (EFTAC) which included representatives from each 
Capitol Police Board member, the USCP, the CVC and the Library of Congress. Among 
the most important requirements and assumptions considered were security, traffic 
implications, logistical needs, environmental impact, and visitor (customer) satisfaction 
for each of the possible screening areas. Costs were estimated for each location based on 
a screening process model developed by the committee. All the options that were 
considered were designed to efficiently screen motor coaches only; allow them to access 
drop off and pick up at East Front locations after screening; keep groups of visitors 
together and not require them to use public based systems; and enhance the visitor 
experience. Among the parameters considered was the amount of time to screen a loaded 
bus; the number of buses that could be screened per hour, including drop offs and pick 
ups; and potential wait times during peak season. 

After completing its evaluation, the EFTAC provided four recommended 
locations for motor coach screening, should bus drop off be allowed on the East Front of 
the Capitol. It should be noted that motor coaches will continue to be permitted to off 


3 



354 


load and load visitors on the West Side of the Capitol regardless of the direction we 
receive from Congress on the Bus Screening Study that only affects the East Side of the 
Capitol. We await further direction from the Capitol Police Board and Committees of 
jurisdiction on this matter. 

In closing, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to appear before the 
Subcommittee today. The Department remains committed to continuing the highest-level 
of security and service provided to the Congress and the visitors to the Capitol Complex. 

I will be glad to answer any questions you may have at this time. 
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Capitol Visitor Center Hearing 

September 24, 2008, 1 1 :00 AM 
Rayburn House Office Building - Room 2362A 

Questions for the Record from 
The Honorable Barbara Lee, Vice Chair 
Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 


Capitol Visitor Center Diversity 

Question. Please provide a breakdown of the diversity of the Capitol Visitor 
Center (CVC) staff. 

Response. The CVC staff currently consists of 25 female employees and 38 male 
employees. Note that these statistics do not include the Capitol Guide Service that, as of 
the date of this hearing, has not yet transferred to the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol (AOC) and the CVC. These statistics do include the four remaining CVC Project 
Office employees, as well as operations and facility maintenance staff. Of the 63 
employees currently on board, 21 are wage grade, and 42 are general schedule. Thirty- 
seven employees are Caucasian, 21 are African American, two are Hispanic, two are 
Asian, and one is an American Indian. 

Question. Please provide information on the type of diversity training required 
for staff. 

Response. The AOC requires and provides Equal Employment Opportunity 
training for all supervisors and managers. The AOC plans to expand these efforts to 
provide diversity training for all AOC employees. This past spring, the AOC re-issued its 
annual policy statement on Equal Employment Opportunity that articulated the Agency’s 
commitment to provide equal employment opportunities for all employees and applicants 
for employment, and to ensure a work environment that is free of discrimination. 
Effective July 1, 2008, the AOC issued an Affirmative Employment Program policy to 
provide qualified individuals with equal opportunity and access to employment. This 
program includes deliberate and affirmative efforts to attract and recruit qualified diverse 
candidates (women, minorities and persons with disabilities) for consideration where 
such groups are under-represented. Under this program, the AOC will continue to follow 
applicable Federal employment and anti-discrimination laws while reaching out to 
diverse groups to broaden the candidate pool. In addition, the CVC provides diversity 
training to all their employees as part of the new employee orientation program. 
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Question. Lastly, provide information as to how the history of slave labor in the 
construction of the Capitol will be provided to guides and visitors. 

Response. The issue of slave labor in the construction of the U.S. Capitol is 
presented in a number of ways in the Capitol Visitor Center. There is text accompanied 
by images as part of the exhibition concerning the Capitol's early construction history. 
Philip Reid, a slave instrumental in the casting of the Statue of Freedom, is discussed in 
text featured in the interpretive rails around the plaster model of the Statue, which is 
prominently displayed in the transition zone between Emancipation Hall and Exhibition 
Hall. 

In addition, the importance of slave laborers is discussed in the 13-minute orientation 
film that will be shown to all visitors at the beginning of their tour of the Capitol. 
Educational information on the role of slave labor from a Congressionally-commissioned 
report on the same will be incorporated into the working script for guide-led tours and 
staff-led tours of the Capitol. The topic also will be covered in the brochure that is 
available in the Visitor Center, and it will be included in the Capitol Visitor Center’s on- 
line exhibition on its Web site. Finally, there are plans to host public programs that 
address this issue in a variety of ways. 

The issue of slave labor in the construction of the U.S. Capitol will explored during the 
two-day Congressional Historical Interpretive Training Program, which is training 
specifically designed for staff that are leading tours of the Capitol. On the first day, the 
AOC’s Preservation Office/Architectural Historian will include this topic in his overview 
of the Capitol. During the second half of the first day of CHIP training, participants will 
engage in an exercise that is tangentially related and builds on the profiles of significant 
minorities and women in Congress. 

On the second day of CHIP training, two of the six public historians who are speaking to 
the staff trainees will address this topic. For example, Mr. James Horton, author of 
“Slavery and the Making of America,” and “Slavery and Public History: The Tough 
Stuff of American Memory,” will speak about the significance of slavery in early 
American history. Another guest speaker, Mr. Harold Holzer, an expert on Abraham 
Lincoln and co-chairman of the U.S. Lincoln Bicentennial Commission, will speak about 
the Civil War. To assist staff members prepare to lead their Capitol tours following the 
training, a copy of the publication, “The report on the History of Slave Laborers in the 
Construction of the U.S. Capitol,” will be provided to each person who participates in the 
CHIP program. 
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